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ADHYAYA III. 
ÇĒËsHA-LAKSHANA. 
PĀDA I. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
(Laying down the subject to be considered.) 
Sttra (1). Now then, the Qésha-Adhyaya. 


The vermilion-complexioned, elephant-headed god, the Great Gana- 


‘pati, embraced by Siddhi and Lakshmi, the destroyer of obstacles—in 
Bim I take my refuge ! 


With this stra, the author proceeds to explain whatever remains 
to be explained, after all that has been said in the first two Adhydyas. 
We have seen that the Author of the Bhashya, while setting forth 


all that is meant by the highly suggestive first sūtra, has fully ex- 


: plained, in the first two Adhydyas, the means of knowing Dharma, as well 


“as its Form, all wbout which is merely briefly hinted at in the second sūtra; 


ond then, in the remaining Adhydyas he has fully dealt with all other 
` questions connected with Dharma that demand consideration—such as, what 


are the means of accomplishing Dharma, that are the auxiliaries helping 
-it in its fruition P—what are not such means and hence no auxiliaries, 
. not according it any help P—in what actions the Agent is the principal 


factor, the actions bringing about results desired by him ?—in which of 


2 them he is only a secondary factor, the Actions not bringing about any 
` Such results P? 


Thus ES we find that the word ‘Gesha-lakshana’ means the ‘remaining 


-Adh yayas.’ ‘Though the Adhyayas referred to are many, yet the word is in 


“the singular number, in view of. the singleness of the class ‘ Lakshana ` 
{or ‘Adhyaya,’ to which all Adhyðyaš belong). 


Though in the next sūtra we find ‘ Césha’ defined as that which is 


-austliary to. another (and as such the word ‘ Césha-lakshaua’ in the first 
stra should be taken as meaning the,‘ definition af Cesha "1. yet all that it 
Sean be taken to show is that, he Author begins with the explanation of 
Anise character,’ Which is ono of the many subjects to be dealt with ` 
xin the ‘remaiuving Adhyayas.’ 
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That is to say, there being many things to be dealt with, he coul 
begin with any one of them only, and consequently, in due course, h 
begins, in the second s#tra, with an explanation of ‘Casha’ or ‘ Austliar 
character,’ which is based upon the fact of tts being for another's purposi 
and which forms the subject of the third Adhydya. : e 

The compound ‘ Gésha-lakshanam’ may be expounded in two differen 
ways, affording two distinct significations of the sentence: (1) As Karma 
dadraya : ‘ Gésham'—remaining—lakshanam—Adhyiya; (2) As Gendt 
TVutpurusha : ‘Céshasya lakshanam’—Definition of auxiliary character. Ou 
even if we accept this latter expounding only, then, too, there is no 
much difference in the sense of the `sëtra. For, in that case, the wor 
` Césha-lukshanam' meaning ‘ the definition of auxiliary character,’ it is a 
parts of this definition that the other subjects are dealt with in th 
subsequent Adhydyas. | 

That is to say, all the subjects dealt with in the subsequent Adhyaya 
—~viz., the question of the Instigator and the Instigated (iv), the six meat 
of aszertaining the order of sequence (v), the capability or title to tli 
performance of certain sacrifices (vi), etc., etc.—all are particular feature 
relative to auxiliaries; and as such, even though they happen to b 
dealt with in other Adhydyas, they are spoken of as included in th 
‘ Definition of Césha or Auxiliary.’ i | 

_ For instance, (1) it is the Auxiliary that is the Instigator of it 
Primary (and hence the subject of the Fourth Adhydya is dependent upo 
the definition of the Auxiliary). o t m 

(2) As for the Order of sequonce (dealt with in the Fifth Adhyiya} 
that too is a ‘ Çësha ' (Auxiliary), dependent upon the Pruyogavacana (th 
collective Injunction laying down the performance of the Primary alon, 
with all its Auxiliaries). That is to say, when various Primaries, eac; 
bringing about an independent result, or various subsidiaries of a singt 
Primary leading to a single result, happen to be enjoined by a sing| 
collective Injunction, it is found impossible for all of them to be performd 
simultaneously ; and as such the order of their sequence becomes | 
necessary auxiliary factor in their performance ` and this order i 
ascertained by the six means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Sequence o 
the Texts, Position, Order of the Primary, and Order of Actual Perfor 
mauce. ; 

(3) Tt is only as auxiliary to the sacrifice that the Performer has hi 
title to the performance (considered in the sixth Adhyiiya) ; as the Perfor 
mer being the accomplisher of that which is to be accomplished (b 
means of the Action), (itis he that is the real auxiliary to Actions) ;—wha 
is a material to the Action ? Specially so as the fact of the Rurforme 
being auxiliary tu the Action is shown by the sūtra dtself, as based upo 
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the fact of his being distinctly enjoined for the sake of the Action—vide 
Satra III—i—5. 

‘In the same manner, the latter six Adhydyas treat of the subjects of 
the existence of auxiliaries, the forms, and extent, ete., with regard to 
such Primaries as have no auxiliaries distinctly laid down. 

For instance, Adh. VII having established the existence of auxiliaries 
for sfich Primaries, Adh, VIII serves to show what are the auxiliaries 
of which actjon, and from where they are obtained ;—Adh. IX shows that 
in the Veda, the principal factor being its meaning, the form of the auxili- 
ary depends upon the due ascertainment of the meaning of texts bearing 
upon it ;—in Adh. X, we have the question of the Exclusion and Inclu- | 
sion of auxiliaries ;—Adh. XI deals with the extent of the performance, 
as ascertained by Tantra (Contraction) and Avapa (Expansion);—and Adb. 
XII shows that, in the matter of auxiliaries, if the auxiliaries accomplished 
in connection with one set of actions be accepted as helping in another 
action also,--then, this latter action having its purposes served by the 
auxiliaries of another, it will be necessary for us to assume very few 
auxiliaries ; while, on the contrary, it would be necessary to make a vast 
number of assumptions, 


Or, it may be that the third Adhyaya is the only ‘ Césha-lakshana,’ and 
it is this alone that is introduced by the sitra in question. As for the 
other Adhydyasg we find each of them prefaced by an independent sūtra. 
Consequently it is the third Adhyaya alone that treats of the Auxiliary 
character, together with all things related to it. 


The word ‘atha’ in the sūtra may be taken inany one, or all together, 
of its three senses of sequence, dependence on what has been explained before, 
and introduction. The sense of the sūtra thus comes to be that—‘ we proceed 
with the Definition of Césha, which depends upon a due Differentiation of 
Actions, that has been dealt with in the immediately preceding Adhyaya.’ 

In answer to the question as to why we proceed with the Casha- 
lakshana,—we have the word atah’ (‘then’), which mentions the reason ; 
the sense being—~Inasmuch as without the knowledge of one Action being 
different from another, we could not understand what ‘ Casha’ (or Auxili- 
ary) means, we puoceed to explain this latter, immediately after the treat- 
ment of the Difference of Actions. That is to say, the relationship of the 
Auxiliary and the Primary isgpossible only between things that are distinct 
from ong another ; for yhen two things are identical, neither of thein could 
be spoken of as auxiliary to the other. 
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Then again, immediately after the Difference of Actions, it becomes 
necessary to explain the Anxiliary character ; because the due consideration 
of all other questions—relating to the Instigator, ete. opende upon the 
ascertainment of the Auxiliary character. 

In this alone lies the connection between the two Adhyayas (II and 
IIL) ; aud as this is mentioned fully in the sūtra itself, the Bhashya does 
not take the trouble of explaining it over again. The case of Ath. II. 
was different; the first sūtra of that Adhydya did not point out any 
connection with the preceding Adhyaya; consequently, in that place, we 
had the Bhashya explaining the connection in detail, in the sentences Pra- 
thumé Adhydyé, etc., etc. As a matter of fact, we find that the Adhyayas 
are related in the subjects that they treat of, and not in the mere verbal 
form of the texts; and hence the Bhdshya took the trouble of explaining 
the connection between Adhyayas I and II, after having shown in brief 
what had gone in the preceding Adhyaya, and what was coming in the one 
just then begun. In the present instance however we find that the connec- 
tion between the Adhyayas II and III has been distinctly shown by the 
words ‘ atha’ and ‘atak’ of the sūtra itself; and it is to that alone that 
the Bhashya merely refers by the sentence—The Adhydya dealing with Dis- 
tinct Actions has been finished. 

And in this sentence, the Bhadshya has spoken of ‘ Difference ’ alone, 
as forming the principal factor in the question dealt with in Adh. II, —and 
it does not make any mention of the other supplementary, matters therein 
dealt with,—because it is the Difference of Actions alone brat helps in the 
explanation of Auxiliary character. 

The reason why at the beginning of Adh, II the Bhashya has spoken 
of in detail of every question dealt with in the preceding Adhyfya, is that 
due ascertainment of the Difference of Actions depends upon every one of the 
details dealt with in the First Adhyaya, which deals with the Means of 
knowing Dharma, duly divided into (1) Injunctions, (2) Valedictory Pas- 
sages, (3) Mantras, (4) Srorti-regulations, (5) Injunctions of accessories, 
(6) Names, (7) and (8) the Ascertainment of doubtful points by means of 
subsequent sentences and the character of the purpose served, 

For instance, (1) in the ‘ Abhyasddhikarana,’ we have the assertion 
‘ avigéshadanarthakam hi eut" (in Sëtze II—ii—2), on the sole strength of 
the previous definition of the Veda as the menns of knowing Dharma. As 
a matter of fact, we find that when there is nothing else to be enjoined. the 
Injunctive Word cannot but be taken as laying down the form of an Ac- 
tion; and as such it must point out an Action different from all that may 

have been already laid down ; and thns we find that the differentiation of 
Actions is wholly dependent upon the knowledge of the cha.acter of 
Injunctions, ' 
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(2) In the case of the three sentences—‘ Vishnurupiingn yashtavyck, 
elc?! (dealt with in Stras Il—ii—9, etc.), we find that it is only when they 
are recognized as valedictory passages that they are not taken as laying 
down three distinct sacrifices ; because of the fact of Valedictory Passages 
having no injunctive potency (as shown in Adh. I, Pada ii), That is to 
say, we find these sentences, occurring in the midst of the mention of 
the anomaly of ‘ Jamz’ (interruption), having the character of valedictory 
passages, on, account of their forming part of the intermodiate Injune- 
tion; and as such having no independent injunctive potency, they are not 
taken as laying down three distinct sacrifices with Vishnu, etc., as their 
deities. 

(3) Inasmuch as the mantras serve the purpose of indicating things 
relative to what has been enjoined,—the ‘ Gadana’ and the ‘ Goyajra’ are 
not taken as distinct actions, on the sole ground of repetition. That is to 
say, the mantras have their injunctive potency suppressed by such causes 
as the presence of the word ‘yat, words of address, the First Person, 
and so forth; and hence even though they are spoken of as the means 
of accomplishing Dharma, yet they do not serve to point out one action as 
being different from another, even in the case of such mantras as ‘ Dévdngca 
yabhiryajate dadati ca, etc., where we have various verbs. 

(4) It is through the due ascertainment of the bearing of the 
grammatical rules dealing with the significations of words, that we 
come to accept the difference of ‘Homa’ from ‘ Yaga,’ on the ground 
of the former idvolving a further action of throwing tn. Similarly also, 
the Actions are not differentiated by such names as ‘ kathaka’ and the 
like, simply because grammatical rules distinctly make these the names of 
books, for certain reasons therein mentioned, Though the fact of such 
names being coined ones has been urged by some people as an argument 
against the eternality of words,—yet the Author admits ‘it so far as 
explaining it as based upon certain causes. That is to say, the word 
‘kathaka’ means ‘that which is taught by Katha,’ in accordance with the 
rule‘ téna proktam’; and hence it is a book that is taught, and not the 
matter, which latter is only performed; and thus, inasmuch as we have a 
grammatical rule distinctly laying down the nominal affix in ‘ kafhaka : 
as signifying that which Ze taught by Katha, we must take it as the name of 
a book, as itis a book alone that can be taught and explained. 

(5) Accessories, with new relationships (II—ii—23), and (6) Names 
also serve to differentiate Actions; and hence a due knowledge of the 
character of the Accessory and the Name is necessary in the matter of the 
differentiation of Actions. ° 

= (7y»In the case ofthe Prajapatyas, there arises a question as to their 
forming a single sacrifice, or so many distinct sacrifices ;—and this ìs 
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decided by the help of the supplementary sentence that ‘ The modifications 
of a sacrifice are to be performed in the same manner as that sacrifice 
itself,’ 

(8) Inasmuch as the number ‘ seventeen’ could not be GE 
without a due knowledge of the extent of the sacrifice,—in this case, we 
have the doubt settled by ‘ Purpose’ (or use), 

Thus it is for these reasons that, at the beginning of Adh, H, the 
Bhashya has briefly recalled all that has been explained in the preceding 
Adhydya,—with a view to show the connection of the Adhydya in question, 
In the present case, however, the Auxiliary character depending only upon 
the Difference of Actions, there is no use of the other details explained in 
Adh. II; and hence it is this ‘ Difference’ alone that is spoken of in the 
Bhashya, 

But this is not the only reason for the very brief reference, in the 
Bhishya, to the matter of the previous Adhydya ; because, just as at the 
beginning of Adh. IT, so on the present occasion also, much useful purpose 
would be served by such recapitulation of the conclusions previously 
arrived at. 

For instance, (1) the Auxiliary character of Actions is to be spoken 
of by Jaimini (III—i—4), as based upon the fact of their being connected 
with Results brought about by that which is signified by verbs, as shown 
in the Introductory portion of Adh, II (II—i—1) ;—(2) id I1I—i—7, he will 
establish the restricted applications of the details of Ajya, Aushadhi etc., 
in accordance with the difference in the Resultant Apédrvas, which has 
been shown (TI—i—5) to be based upon the Difference of Actions ;—(3) in 
connection with the various subjects dealt with in Adh. II, we have found 
therein the definition of ‘Rk,’ ‘ Yajush’ and ‘Sdman’; and these defini- 
tions will be utilized in the Sara III—iiti—1 et seq. 

` Consequently we must conclude that, inasmuch as there are two ways 
of dealing with a subject,—one that is brief, and another a detailed one,— 
the Bhashya makes use of one way in one place, and of the other at 
another ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in its adopting the briefer 
method on the present occasion. 

Thus then, the two meanings of the word ‘atha’ having been 
explained, we have, thereby, also shown the connection between the two 
Adhyayas (UL and IIT). 

If, however, it be found that the Connection ig, already implied by 
other means, then, with a view to avoid the unnecessary repetition, we can 
take the word ‘ atha ' as signifying Adhikdra (the propriety of considera- 
tion or inquiry), (and as such referring to wh&t is to come in the Adhyaya, 
and not to what has gone in the preceding Adhydyas), ex 

In the first sūtra of Adh. 1], we have not taken the word ‘alka’ as 
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denoting Adhikara ; because what is mentioned in the sūtra is the ‘ desire 
to know Dharma’; and this Desire is not what is found to be taken up 
for consideration; consequently all that that sūtra could be taken to 
mean was that ‘we should now proceed to point out that which should 
be done immediately after the study of the Veda’ (and after such study 
what is necessary to do is to have a desire for knowing Dharma). Even 
though,the knowledge of Dharma was also found mentioned therein, as 
qualifying that Desire, yet that knowledge would come by itself to the 
disciples, by the mere explanation of the meaning of the Veda; and 
consequently, it could not be taken as a fit object to be mentioned, either 
by the sūtra or the Bhashya or the later commentators, as befitting of 
consideration. Specially as that which, in the assertion of the speaker, 
appears as an object deserving of consideration, cannot be exprossed by 
the expression ‘ desire to know’ for one who hears that assertion. 

In the present case, on the other hand, we find that the ‘ Definition 
of Auxiliary character’ is quite capable of being explained as deserving 
of consideration, either in the shape of the Adhydya, or in that of what is 
therein mentioned. The meaning of the sūtra thus comes to be this— 
‘Henceforth the Definition of the Auxiliary should be regarded as the 
object of consideration, and it should be carefully grasped and listened 
to.’ Inasmuch as there is no room (after what has been dealt with in 
Adh, II) for any other Adhydya, we can very reasonably speak of the 
‘ Definition of Auxiliary "` as the object of consideration. 

Nor can thére be any doubt as to the propriety of the consideration of 
Auxiliary character, on this occasion, in preference to any other subject ; 
because a due understanding of all that is said in the subsequent Adhyayas 
depends upon a correct comprehension of the Auxiliary Character. 
That is to say, the latter six Adhyd@yas, dealing, as they do, of Implications 
as preceded by Direct Injunction, stand in need of the completion of the 
former six Adhydyas, which treat of Injunction. So also, the Capability 
of Performance (dealt with in the sixth Adhydya) is ascertained as 
existing in the Performer, in the shape of his power to perform the 
Action in the way that it is enjoined; and as such, a treatment of this 
could not but follow after a due comprehension of all Injunctions, up to 
the order of sequence (of the actions to be performed) (dealt with in 
Adh. V); as it is only when the weight to be carried has been duly 
ascertained beforehand, that we could ascertain whether a certain person 
is capable of carrying it. Then, the order of sequence, both direct and 
implied, is held to be depertdent upon the character of the Instigating 
Action (treated of in Adh. TN). and it is for this reason that the order 
of sequesce is treated of after Adh, IV. Then again, it is the Principal 
Action that is the Instigator of the Auxiliaries, which are not instigated 
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by anything else; and hence it is only right that we should treat of the 
character of the Instigator after that of the Auxiliary has been fully 
dealt with. 

Thus then, the propricty of the taking up of the Definition of 
Auxiliary having been fully established, the Bhāshya proceeds to show 
that there are various ways in which the Auxiliary can be defined,—these 
ways consisting of the due treatment of the Form, the Cause, and the 
Relationship of the Auxiliaries, also with the comparative strength and 
weakness of the means whereby they are recognized. 

Objection: “ It is as necessary to know the Principals as the 
“ Auxiliaries; because so long as any one of these is unknown, there can 
“ be no performance.” 

Reply : It is true that both should be duly known; but it is not 
necessary to speak of both in the sūtra; because the definition of one 
would necessarily imply that of the other. 

Then there remains the question ag to whether the sitras should deal 
directly with the Principals or with the Auxiliaries; from the fact of the 
treatment of both being equally difficult, and leading practically to the 
same result, it would seem as if the matter were altogether optional ; in 
fact at first sight, it would appear more reasonable that the treatment 
should be of the Principals, because they form the chief factor; but still 
this is not what is done; and the reason is that if the sūtra began with 
the definition of the Principal, it would be necessary for it to mention 
that of the Auxiliary also; because the Principal ( ‘ Césii’) is explained 
as that which has many Auxiliaries (Céshas); and hence the character of 
the former could not be comprehended without a due comprehension of the 
latter ; consequently even though the Auxiliary is the subordinate factor, 
yet it is of this that the sūtra gives the definition; specially as that of the 
Principal follows from that (and does not require a separate mention). 

Another reason for this is that Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and 
tho rest, all tend to ascertain the character of the Auxiliary; and it is as 
a necessary concomitant of this that the Principal becomes indirectly 
defined as that which has that Auxiliary. And the comparative strength 
and weakness of these—Direct Assertion, etc., when they appear conjointly, 
—that will be treated of later on, will be found to pertain to the Auxiliary ; 
because there is no incompatibility amongst them with regard to the 
Principal. 

It is for these reasons that the present sūtra lays down the subject 
to be dealt with as the Definition of the Auxiliary, together with all the 
various means of ascertaining that character. 

_ . The questions to be dealt with in this connection are thus enumera- 
ted in the Bhashyu : (1) § Whal is on Auæiliury P" This means that we shall 
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consider the form of the Auxiliary. (2) ‘ Why is it an Auxiliary’? ™ a 
is to say, we shall explain that character of the Auxiliavy whith teise us 
to call it an duailiary. (3) ‘ Which is the Ausiliary of which Principal 3? 
That is to say, we shall explain the process of performance, by which the 
Auxiliary is attached to one Principal and not to the other,—this 
conclusion either involving, or not involving, the indicative power of one 
or the other means of ascertaining such character ; and in this connection 
we shall explain the form of these six means—Direct Assertion and the 
rest,—as also their comparative strength and weakness. 

Thus then, in the First Pada, we shall treat of the applicability of 
Auxiliaries as shown by Direct Assertion; as also of certain other 
matters connected with it. In the Second Pada, we shall treat of the 
applicability shown by the Indirect Indication of words. In the Third 
Pada, we shall bring forward the aforesaid two Means (Direct AA tiom 
and Indicative Power), and proceed to arrive at the correct conclusion by 
means of reconciling these two, by considering them from beginning to end ; 
and thus even without the explicit mention of “ Syntactical Connection,” 
we shall speak of the applicability of Auxiliaries based upon this 
Connection—in the Sätra II[—iii—2; and after this we shall explain the 
sitras dealing with the Applicability based upon the other three authorities, 
ef Context, Order and Name. After that will follow the Adhikarana 
dealing with the comparative strength of these six authorities: Then we 
shall consider the question of the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Context by Ditect Assertion and Indirect Indication,—this explanation 
extending as far as the Sätra IlI—vi—18. After that, up to the Bäirot 
Ill—vii—18, we shall deal with the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Order by the former four Authorities. Then with a certain amount of 
introductory matter, there will follow the consideration of the contradic- 
tion and non-contradiction of the former five by Name; and with this the 
Adhyaya will end. 

It is these matters to be dealt with that are referred to in the Bhashya 
—‘Gtat tatparyéna, etc.’ The parpose served by this brief reference to 
what is to follow makes it more easily comprehensible. And as all these 
details were mentioned in a body in the first sit:a, it was not necessary 
to have a sitra for every one of them. 
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ADHIKARANA (91 
[The Definition of Auxiliary. | 


Siitra (2): That which is done for the sake of another is called 
the Auxiliary ; because it is for the sake of another. 


Inasmuch as the definition of the Principal would follow from that 
of tho Auxiliary, we have in the sūtra a definition of the latter only. 
And inasmuch as the ‘ Gésha’ has many significations— That which 
exceeds,’ etc., etc..—the sitra distinctly mentions a reason ‘ because it is 
for the sake of another’; which shows that the word is here used as 
synonymous with such words as ‘ Aga,’ £ Guna,’ ‘ Dharma’ and the like. 
And this mention of the reason also serves to set aside the theories that 
baso the character of the Auxiliary upon luvariable Concomitance, etc. 

Inasmuch as the sittra lays down two distinct facts,—one directly and 
another by implication,—it is necessary to interpret it in such a way as to 
avoid a syntactical split,—just as we did in the case of Sūtra 1~i-—2. 
That is to say, we must take the sūtra as meaning that— The Auxiliary is 
nothing other than that which is done for the sake of another’ and ‘Its 
character is not based upon any other cause’ ; and in this way the Conclu- 
sion and the Premiss (embodied in the sūtra) come to be taken as dovetailed 
together (and hence there is no syntactical split). 

There are five different theories as to the character of the Auxiliary ; 
(1) some people explain it as that which is invariably concomitant; (2) 
others as that which is instigated ; (3) others as that which exceeds ; (4) 
others as that which appears at the end of the Injunction; and (5) many 
people explain it as that which helps. 

(1) The sense of the first is this : “ That which does not appear with- 
“out another, and which appears when that other appears, is its Auxiliary ; 
“e.g. the sprout does not appear without moisture, and the jar without 
“the Clay, the Rod, the Wheel, etc., and hence these are known as Auxili- 
“ aries to those two,” 

Against this wo have the following reasons : [tis not proper to regard 
the Auxiliary as the Invariable Concomitant ; because this definition would 
be too wide ; inasmuch as we find even such things to be so concomitant 
as are not Auxiliaries; as for instance, the qialities of Colour, Touch, ete., 
aro always Gegen? in Earth; and certainly none of these is Auxiliary 
Lo any other, all of them being equally predominant. Then again, we find 
that there aro no Slaves ox Houses without the Master ; and certainly the 
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Master is never known a8 Auxiliary to them. Then again, in certain cases 
(as in that of the Darga and the Piérnamdasa, each of which is composed 
of three independent sacrifices), we find a number of Principals to he 
concomitant; and according to the above theory, they would become 
Auxiliary to one another, Similarly Primaries and Subsidiaries, as also 
a number of Subsidiaries, would become mutual Auxiliaries, if the charac- 
ter ofthe Auxiliary consisted of Invariable Concomitance only. Then 
again, Vedic Study, Laying of Fire, Agriculture, and: Earning of Wealth, 
etc., would all have to be taken as Auxiliaries to Sacrifices, as no perfor- 
mance of sacrifices is ever possible without these. 

(2) In view of these objections, the upholder of the second theory 
argues thus: “Irrespective of Invariable Concomitance, we must admit 
“that to be the Auxiliary which is instigated by another, This saves us 
“ from the above objections, as neither the Master is instigated by the 
“ Slaves, nor is there any mutual instigation among Colour, ete.” 

But this too oaunot be accepted as the correct definition of the 
Auxiliary; because the definition is too wide, as well as too narrow. 
For instance, the Purodacakapila is not instigated by the ‘ Removal of 
the Chaff,’ because it is an established entity already; and yet it is 
accepted as its Auxiliary; and on the other hand, though the Momus are 
actually instigated by such causes as the breaking of the vessel, the des- 
truction of the Cake, etc., yet they are not accepted as Auxiliaries to these. 

(3) Then we have tho third theory, as follows: “ That which is found 
* to be enjoined! in excess of something already enjoined, is the Auxiliary 
“to this latter; and thus the character of the Auxiliary consists of being 
“an Hacess. For instance, in all cases we find that the Injunctions of the 
“ Subsidiaries are over and above those of the Fruitful Primary; and the 
“ Subsidiaries also are something over and above the Primaries; and in 
“all these cases we find the character of the Auxiliary consisting in 
“ Excess.” 

Against this it may be argued that this definition also is too wide; 
as it applies to the Primaries also; because the Primaries are as mach in 
excess of the Subsidiaries, as the Subsidiaries are in excess of the Prima- 
ries (and hence the definition is equally applicable to both). ; 

(4) Then, we have the fourth theory, which is as follows: “ Inas- 
“much as we always find the Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing after 
“those of the Primaries, we must conclude the Auxiliary character to 
“consist in this fact of being enjoined at the end of the Injunction, In 
“connection with the declaration that ‘the modifications of sacrifices 
“should be performed in the same way as their originals’ we find 
‘ Jaimini also (later on} speaking of the Auxiliaries as being laid down 

at the end of Injunctions. Consequently we must conclude that the 
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“character of the Auxiliary, accepted be Jaimini, consists in the fact of 
“its being enjoined by the tail-end of an Injunction, as capable of supply- 
“ing the details of procedure wanted in connection with the Primary 
“enjoined at the beginning of that Injunction.” 

To this theory we make the following reply : we cannot admit this 
to bea correct definition of Auxiliary character; because as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that character belonging to Actions laid 
down in the beginning, in the middle, as well aa at .the end of 
Injunctions, That is to say, if in all cases we invariably found the 
Injanctions of Auxiliaries appearing at the tail-end of the Sentences and 
the Context, then we could accept that as the universal mark of the 
Auxiliary ; but asa matter of fact we find them laid down in the begin- 
ning, the middle as well as the end. For instance, we find such details, 
as the chopping of branches, etc., laid down at the very beginning of the 
Primary Durga sacrifice; and hence, according to your definition, they 
could not serve as the Auxiliaries of that sacrifice. Then, we find, in 
many cases, the Material and the Deity laid down along with the sacrifice 
itself, and these too would not be Auxiliaries, as not laid down at the end. 
Tus then, we conclude that we cannot accept the fact of being laid down 
at the tail-end of Injunctions as the sole definition of the Auxiliary ; 
because we find that in many cases, where the sentence or the context 
begins with the laying down of Subsidiaries, when we come to look for 
the result to be accomplished by these subsidiaries, we come across the 
Injunction of the Primary Sacrifice, which stands in need of the men- 
tion of its method of procedure; and as this want of the Primary is 
supplied by the former Subsidiaries, these come to be taken as its 
Auxiliaries, even though they happen to be laid down at the beginning 
of the Injunction. 

(5) Then there remains the fifth theory, which may be thus summed 
up: “That should be accepted as the Auxiliary of another which is 
“found to help it; in this way the Homa cannot be the auxiliary of the 
Breaking of the Vessel, ete, ; because the Homa does not help the Break- 
“ing ; in fact it is the latter that helps the former. In the Veda too we 
“do not find any other cause of auxiliary character save this; because 
“ unless one thing helped another, it could not be auxiliary to it. Hence 
“there is nothing incongruous in the definition wa have given. And 
“in fact, later on, in certain places, the anthor of the Bhdshya also 
‘‘makes such declarations as ‘that which helps another is its Auxiliary,’ 
"rr tbe Auxiliary character is characterised: ‘by help,’ and so forth. And 

‘in fact, the fact of being subordinate to awother’s purpose also is nothing 
“different from Help. Consequently the helping of another mast be 
“accepted as the only mark of the Auxiliary.” 


At 
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But even this definition is not quite correct; because in accordance 
with this definition, the Auxiliary character wonld be hopelessly mixed 
up among Primaries, among SES SS and also among the Subsi- 
diaries of Subsidiaries, 

That is to say, just as the Subsidiaries help the Principals, so also do 
the Principals help the Subsidiaries by bringing about their performance, 
as also by accepting their aid (and thereby justifying their performance). 
Because no oge would perform the Subsidiaries, unless he were instigated 
to it by the requirements of the Principals; and these Subsidiaries too 
could not afford any help unless there were something to be helped (in 
the shape of the Principals). And thus, on account of the help accorded 
by them, the Principals would also become subsidiary (to the Subsidi- 
aries); and thus by mutual help, they would become mntual auxiliaries, 
Then again, in the case of sacrifices, whose performance consists of various 
Principals, a single Principal, without the others, could not accomplish 
the Result ; and hence they would help each other, in the bringing about 
of it; and hence by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries; 
specially as this help does not in any way differ from that accorded by the 
Subsidiary to the Principal. In the same way we could show the 
possibility of mutual help among the Subsidiaries themselves, And thus, 
in the performance of the modifications of a single Principal, even if a 
single Subsidiary should come to be performed, it would necessitate the 
performance of all other Subsidiaries and Principals (as its auxiliaries), 
and there could be no restriction in this matter. 

Similarly, the Earning of Wealth, the Laying of Fire, and Vedic 
Study, etc., would come to be the auxiliaries of all actions ; because they 
help all of them by their various effects; as certainly there is no action 
that can be accomplished without the help of these. And these being 
auxiliaries to sacrifices, all who would do these would become entitled to 
the performance of sacrifices; and as such, men of all castes would become 
entitled to the performance of all sacrifices that are laid down with a 
view to the obtaining of a certain result ; as the only restriction upon the 
character of the performer would be that he should have a desire for that 
Result; specially as in the case of the sentence ‘The Brahmana shoald 
lay the fire in Spring,’ the meaning would be that ‘if the performer happen 
to be a Brahmana, the laying should be done in spring-time,—which would 
entitle the Çüdra also to the laying of fire and the performance of 
sacrifices. 

Then again, it is only when the Definition (or Character) has become 
duly known that it can indicate the object to be defined. Consequently 
the Auxiliary character, based upon help, is possible only in such cases 
where the help accorded is visible. In the case of the Purificatory 
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Rites, on the other hand, all of which help imperceptibly,—such, for 
instance, as the Paryaguikarana and the like; as also in the case of such 
subsidiaries as the Prayājas, which help the Principal Darça-Pūrnamāsa 
indirectly through their Apérvas,—the auxiliary character of which 
(Rites and Prayājas) has not been cognized,—as we would perceive no 
visible help accorded by them, they could never be known as Auxiliaries. 
Nor can it be urged that the Auxiliary character of these would be 
recognized, by means of the assumption of some visible help. Because 
prior to the recognition of the fact of their being Subsidiaries, there 
would be no ground for assuming any such helping. As in a case where a 
certain thing having been recognized as auxiliary to an Action, with or 
without a Result, there arises the question as to the way in which it 
would help that Action; and then alone can we, not finding a visible 
help, assume some sort of an unseen help. And so long as the Auxiliary 
character has not been cognized, on what ground could the help be 
assumed H And in this way there would be a mutual interdependence. 
For instance, the auxiliary character would be cognized by means of the 
Help, and the Help again would be cognized by that of the Auxiliary 
character ; and noue of the two would be cognized independently of the other. 

For the matter of that, even in the ease of actions according percep- 
tible help,—e.g. the threshing of the corn,—we do not find any visible 
help following from the Restriction that the chaff is to be removed by 
threshing alone; and hence the Auxiliary character would not be 
recognized as necessary. Nor does the Scripture speak of any help to be 
accorded by chance actions ; and hence, according to you, the Auxiliary 
character could be cognized only when the help accorded would be 
cognized by Sense-perception, ce, ` and in that case the siléras could not 
speak of the Auxiliary character as pointed out by the six means of 
Direct Assertion and the rest. 

Then again, even in the case of such subsidiaries as are performed 
only by the way, and are not brought about directly by the Principal 
concerned, and in fact are performed for the sake of something totally 
different from it,—inasmuch as they would help the other, they would 
become auxiliaries to that Principal also; exactly like that which insti- 
gates the performance of that Action in the midst of which that Action 
is performed, And this would be in direct contradiction to the Siétras— 
" Prasangikaiica notkarshét’ (Sütra V—i—28), ‘ Prasangiké prayagcittanna 
vidyatē ` (Sitra [X—iv—28), ‘navd pitratviit, ete? (Sutra IV—i--34), 
‘Apt va céshabhijam syat’ (Sttra VI—iv—3), eto., ete. 

Thus we find that even Definition No. is not quite compatible with 
the Scriptures. And consequently we declare that ‘the Auxiliary is that 
which is for the sake of another, ete? And what we mean is that even 


 DERINITION OF AUSILEARY. os 


without finding any help accorded by it, if we finda certain Action to be 
done for the sake of another, we recognize it as its Auxiliary; and 
after its auxiliary character has been recognized, it would naturally help it, 

Question : “Is there any difference between he!ping aud being for the 
sake of a thing ?” 

Answer : Certainly, there is a difference ; because we often find that 
something that hinders another is also spoken of as being for rls sake; 
while that whjgch helps it is not spoken of as such, That is to say, the 
mere fact of being done with reference to another is enough to make it 
spoken of as being for tts- sake; and this is possible equally with that 
which helps and that which hinders. For instance, we speak of smoke 
as being done for the sake of mosquitoes (though what the smoke does is 
to drive them away). So also, even when we find one thing helping 
another, if it is found to be one that has come up by mere chance, and 
which is not found to have been done for its sake, it is not spoken of as 
being for tts sake. For instance, when a man driuks water out of a canal 
that has been dug out for the purpose of irrigating the fields of corn, he 
does not speak of it as having been dug for his sake. Consequently we 
conclude that being for another’s sake is something wholly different from 
helping it, 

Objection: “ Then in that case even that which hinders would come 
to be an auxiliary.” 

Reply: Jt can be so in the ordinary life of the world; in the case 
of the Veda, however, it could not be an auxiliary, as it would not be 
something wanted. That is to say, whenever a certain thiug would he 
cognized as being for the sake of the sacrifice, there would be a doubt 
as to whether it will help or hinder it; and then, inasmuch as the 
Principals do not stand in need of a hindrance, we would reject the 
possibility of the thing hindering the Action; and on the strength of the 
suid requirement of the sacrifice, we would take it to be a helper. 

Objection: “We can never take a thing as being for the sake of 
“another, without knowing it as according some help to it. Because unless 
“the Principal is found to be in need of a helper, even if something 
“happens to be near it, it is not accepted to be its auxiliary. For 
“ instance, it is not on account of mere proximity, and independently of 
‘the help that they accord, that the Prayājas are taken as being for the 
“sake of the Darça-Pürnamāsa. Consequently, the being for another's sake 
“being based upon Helping, we must accept this latter as the sole basis 
“of anxiliary character.” 

Reply: This does not quite affect our position; because it is often that 
we find the fact of something being for another's sake cognized by means of 
Direct Assertion, even apart from all Helpers; aud in these cases it 
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is based upon the mere requirements of the Principal. For instance, in 
the case of such sentences as ‘ Dagdpavitréaa graham sammärshti, ‘ Vrihin 
prokshati,’ and the like, the fact of the actions therein mentioned being 
for the suke of the sacrifice is recognized beforehand, by the Direct 
Assertion (of the sentences); and then follows their recognition as subsi- 
diaries, which leads to the assumption of the help to be accorded by them. 
Even in the case of the Prayajas, where there is no Direct Mention of 
their being for the sake of the Darga-Pérnamdsa, though it appears as if the 
recognition of the Auxiliary character depended upon some Help accorded 
by thera, —yet, in reality, there too, it is based upon the requirements of the 
Principal; as the Help is not accorded before the sacrifice is actually being 
performed. As we have already shown, that until the Auxiliary character 
of the Prayājas has been cognized, it is not possible either to perceive, or 
assume, the help accorded by them. Hence in the case of these we must 
admit the fact to be that—the Darcu and the Pérnamasa being found to 
stand in need of some help, and the Prayājas being found to be on the 
look-out for something that they could help, the latter come to be 
recognized by means of Context or Mutual Dependence, as being for the 
sake of the former two sacrifices, long before the help is actually accorded 
(during the performance of the sacrifices). And as for the help (it boing 
not perceptible), it is assumed simply for the purpose of justifying the 
recognition of their being for the sake of the sacrifices. And hence 
even in this case we find that it is only the requirement of the sacrifices 
that brings about the inference of the fact of the Pfayājas being for 
their sake; and either this fact, or the Auxiliary character, does not quite 
depend upou the help accorded by them. And thas there is no incongruity 
in our theory. 

Such being the case, inasmuch as it is Direct Assertion and the rest 
alone that can establish the fact of something being for the sake of 
another, it is these alone that could lay down the performability 
of the Auxiliaries; and as such, for a due discrimination of these, it 
becomes necessary to take up the present Adhy@ya. And as for several 
Principals, and several Subsidiaries, as taken among themselves, even 
though there is a mixture of mutual help, yet there is no mixing up of 
the being for another's sake ; and so in our case there is no hopeless confu- 
sion, Thus it is established that there is no flaw in the definition of the 
Auxiliary, as ‘that which is for the sake of another.’ 

Then, as for the assertion of the ee that which helps another, 
etc., efc, —in this we must take the word ‘help’ as indicating its cause, 
the being for another's sake ; and the sentete should not be mistaken for 
a definition of the Auxiliary; specially as this isemade quite clear further 
on, in the senteuce—' those that are for the sake of another, ete., etc.’ 


DEFINITION OF THE AUXILIARY. caro 


The opponent, however, takes the sentence of the Bhashya as laying 
down the definition of Auxiliary as that which helps, and hence urges the 
objection: “ But we actually find the Teacher serving the ends of the 
Disciple, ett, etc.” 

Aud the reply is that d e quite true that he serves thom ; but inas- 
much as, in this case, we perceive a sort of help wholly distinct from 
being for their sake, he is not regarded as their Auxiliary ;—the Bhashya 
rejects the example of the Teacher, and cites one in which there is au 
absolute being for another's sake, eg., the Born Slave, who, from his very 
birth, is known as existing for the sake of his Master; and en "nalen 
the calf which is always known as being for the sake of carrying loads ; 
and certainly the Master is not kuown as being for the sake of these ; this 
is what makes all the difference. 

The opponent, however, thinks that even in the case of the Master 
and the Slave, the idea of being for another's sake is based upon a certain 
help that is accorded, and hence urges the objection: “he Master also 
supports the Slave, and as such he would become subsidiary to him.” 

The reply to this is that in thus supporting the Slave, the Muster is in 
reality helping himself. That is to say, tho fact of being for another's 
sake is known by that in view of which that thing is done ; and certainly 
the action of the Master is not with a view to help the Born Slave; the fact 
being that he supports him, as this supporting is inseparably mixed up 
with the due fulfilment of his own ends; and as such the Master is not 
known as the Avxiliary of the Slave. 

Then, there arises an objection based upon the idea that the present 
sutra is a mere repetilion of what has already been said under the Sätra 
II—i—8, the objection being this: ‘“ Inasmuch as the definition of the 
“ Auxiliary is already contained in the former sūtra, it was not necessary 
to mention it over again, in the present Adhyaya.” 

In reply to this we have the Bhashya—Tatrapirvarthata vyāvartitā. 
[In the previous sutra we have simply shown that Accessories do not bring 
about Apiirvas. | 

Some people explain this reply as follows: In the previous siitra we 
have explained the Auxiliary character of such Actions as serve 
perceptible ends ; while on the present occasion, we explain that character 
as belonging to all Substances and Actions,—those with porceptible results, 
as well as those with results not perceptible. 

But in this manner the present sūtra may not be a repetition ; bnt 
when the auxiliary character of ull is dealt with, on the present occasion, 
the mention of that character qf a particular kind on the previous oevasion 
would be a mere useless, repetition. 

Consequently wo must explain the Bhashya as follows : The question 
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simply being as to what has been said in the previous siitra,—we proceed 
to explain that which has been said there. It is this: the Auxiliary 
character of the threshing is based upon the definition given in the 
present sūtra; and all that was shown in the previous sūtra was 
that, inasmuch as that action serves a visible purpose, it cannot be 
accepted as bringing about an Apūrva. That is to say, it is the univer- 
sally applicable Auxiliary character defined in the present sūtra that has 
been attributed to the Action spoken of under the previoug sūtra for the 
purpose of showing that it does not lead to an Apirva. 

“Or, the sense of the question itself may be explained as follows : 
“On the present occasion, the Auxiliary character being explained as 
“something quite “new (not explained before), based upon the being for 
“ another's sake, independently of the definition of the Primary and Subsidi- 
“ary character of Actions explained in tho previous Adhydya,—this 
present definition appears to be contradictory to what has been said in the 
“ Stra I1—i—8, which has distinctly explained the Auxiliary Character 
“ to consist in helping.” 

In that case, the sense of the Reply would be this: In that sūtra, 
we have spoken of the perception of Help, simply for the purpose of 
precluding all possibility of the assumption of distinct Apirvas, and not 
as a definition of the Auxiliary; while in the present sūtra, we have the 
real definition of all Auxiliaries ; and thus the subject-matter of the two 
sutras being totally different, there can be no contradiction between 
them, ` 


AM 


“ADHIKARANA (3). 


(The Bnunieruting of Auxil{aries.] 


Sutra (3) :eAccording to Badari, the Auxiliary character belongs 
to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications. 


We now proceed to show the objects that have the character of the 
Auxiliary. And on this we have Badari’s view as the 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“There are only three Aaxiliaries: (1) The  substance—whose 
‘auxiliary character is inherent, as shown under the stra, © dravytndm, 
“ ete.’ (VI—-i—1). [Substances are related to actions, always in the 
“ character of auxiliaries] ; and this character is denied only when it is 
“found to haye no use whatever in connection with tho Action ;—(2) The 
“ Property such as ‘ Redness’ and the like, serving to qualify the substance 
“that helps in the completion of the Action, is from its very nature an 
“auxiliary ;—(3) The Sanctification also, like threshing, etc., becomes 
“an auxiliary, by reason of its making the corn fit for being made into 
“ cakes that are faid down as to be offered at sacrifices, and which could 
“only be made of the threshed corn, and never out of the unthresked one ; 
“ thus to this also the auxiliary character belongs by its very nature. 

“To the sacrifice, ete, on the other hand, the auxiliary character 
“ does not belong by nature; nor is it laid down by Vedic words na belong- 
“ing to them. Specially, in the case of the sacrifice, we find that it is 
“itself performed by all agents ; and it itself never functions towards the 
“ fulfilment of anything else. 

“Nor can it be urged that we do find the Sacrifice functioning 
“towards the fulfilment of the Result. Because, the Result is found to 
“appear long after the Sacrifice has been finished. 

“ Objection : ‘In Sūtra II—i—1l, et seq., it has been declared that 
“sacrifices are possessed of the instrumental character.’ 

“ Reply: It is true that that declaration has been made; but no 
“ reasons have been adduced in support of it. Specially as all that has 
“ been done in that Adhikarana (II—i—l ct seq.), which depends for its 
“own fulfilment upon the Sturgakamadhikarana (VI—i—1-3), is that 
“no instrumentality belongs to Nouns. Consequently, at present (before 
“the Svargakdmadhikarana has been established), we could speak of the 
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“instrumental character of sacrifices only tentatively (as something yet 
“ to be proved "A 

“Then, as for the Resulé—inasmuch as it is someting to be 
“accomplished by the Sacrifice, it has the character: of the Principal in 
“ reference to the Sacrifice ; and in reference to the Agent, its auxiliary 
‘character has never been spoken of. In fact, being something desired, 
“it must be accepted as the Principal; while the Agent being ‘a sub- 
“ stance could, at best, be regarded as an auxiliary to the Sacrifice. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the auxiliary character belongs 
“only to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications.”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (4): According to Jaimini, (the auxiliary character 
resides in) Actions also, as they are performed for the 
sake of Results. 


The meaning of this Sūtra is quite clear. 


Sutra (5): The Result also, as it is for the sake of the Agent. 


From the very fact of the Result being mentioned along with the 
word ‘desire,’ it is clear that it is for the sake of the Person (in whom 
alone the Desire could be present). For no intelligent person ever 
desires the acquisition of Heaven by itself ; he always desires it for the 
sake of his own enjoyment. Then again, the Atmanépada ending in the 
verbs (‘yajéta’ and the like, in the sentence ‘svargakimo yajéta’) 
distinctly shows that the Result (Heaven) is to be enjoyed by the Agent 
performing the sacrifice, and not by anybody else. And thus there can be 
no doubt as to the Result being auxiliary to its enjoyer. 


Sutra (6): The Agent also, because he is for the sake of the 
Action. 


In the case of such sentences as ‘svargakāmo yajéta,’ the auxiliary 
character of the Agent is implied by the verb ‘yajéta’; while it is 
directly laid down in sentences like the one that lays down the sacrificial 
post of the Udumbara wood to be of the same height as the sacrificer. 


And consequently the Agent also can be regarded as having the auxiliary 
character. 


Certain objections have been brought forward against the Bhdashya 
(of this Adhikarana) ; they may be thus summed up : 


AUXILIARIES SPECIFIED. Wht 


“The Bhashya on sūtra (3), having shown that the auxiliary 
“character belongs to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications,--and not 
“to Sacrifices, Resulis and Agents,—hnas gone on to deny the Principal 
“character of the Agent ; and this is altogether irrelevant. 

“Then again, we find the Bhashyu asserting that the fact of the 
“ Agent being auxiliary to the Action, on account of its being a substance 
“ig qhite perceptible. Unt this is a mere repetition of something 
“ already mewtioned before and rejected as untenable. Nor is it quite proper 
“ to speak of the Agent along with tho Sacrifice and the Result, the possi- 
“bility of whose auxiliary character has heen denicd; because the 
‘functioning of the Agent is not at all similar to that of these too. 
“ Hence these assertions are most improper. 

“Thirdly, towards the end of the Adhikarana we find the Bhashya 
“saying—‘ The conclusion finally arrived at by the author of the Vrtti is 
“ this, etc., ete.’ But inasmuch as it has already been declared by the 
“ sūtras that the auxiliary character of Substances, Properties and 
“ Sanctifications is independent of all other things, while the Sacrifice, 
“the Result and the Agent are Principals in reference to the Substance, 
“ote and then the sitras (4) to (6) themselves have spoken of the 
“auxiliary character of these (Sacrifice, etc.) as depending upon ono 
“another,—what the Bhashya speaks of as the final conclusion arrived at 
“ by the Author of the Vritt is nothing more than a mere repetition of 
“what has already been said before. ” | 

In order to ‘meet these objections, we should explain the Adhikarana 
as follows : 

There are two interpretations of the present Adhikarana : (1) The 
Auxiliary having been defined as ‘that which is for another's sake,’ the 
Bhishya brings forward as the Pirrapaksha, Badari’s theory of the 
auxiliary character residing in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, which is based upon the theory of the auxiliary character consisting 
in Helping ; and then lays down the Siddhanta, in accordance with the theory 
of Jaimini. And as such it was only natural that, in the first instance, 
the Bhashya should, while putting forward tle Piérvapaksha, have taken his 
stand upon the theory that the Auxiliary is that which helps. Thus then, 
as for the Agent, inasmuch as he is a substance, he helps the fulfilment 
of the Action; and as such he can always be accepted (both by Jaimini 
and Badari) as an anxiliary. As for the Sacrifice and the Result, on the 
other hand, they are never found to help in the fulfilmont of anything ; 
and as such they cannot (according to Badavi) be regarded as Auxiliaries. 
Then, as for the sentence ‘ Jagaphalapurushéshi, ’—which speaks of all 
the three together,—it is not to be interpreted along with tho preceding 
word ‘esha,’ as that ‘the auxiliary character does not belong to these 
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three, —but only that ‘ what the Siddhanti holds with regard to all these 
three (having the auxiliary character) is "not possible.’ And this is 
most natural; because what the Parvapaksht should deny is what the 
Siddhdnti asserts, and not anything at random; and as it is the auxiliary 
character of these three that the Siddhaniz holds, it is only natural that 
the Purvapaksht should deny the auxiliary character of these, and not 
the mere form of that character, 

(2) The position of the Siddhanti being that Sacrifices, Results and 
Agents have a dual character, inasmuch as they are Auxiliaries. to 
certain Actions, while Principals to others,—it is this dual character 
of these that the Bahshya, in accordance with Badari’s theory, denies by 
declaring that ‘in Sacrifices, Results and Agents’ there is no dual character, 
as held by the Siddhäānti; and his reasons are that Sacrifices and Results 
are always Principals, while the Agent is always Auxiliary. And thus 
inasmuch as it is only the presence of the dual character that is denied, in 
the case of all the three, by the denial of the character of the Auxiliary (in 
tho first two) and that of the Principal (in the last), there is nothing very 
wrong in speaking of all the three conjointly, as all the three have the 
similarity of having their dual character denied. 

And the Siddhanta Sittras (4—6) also should be taken as establish- 
ing the auxiliary character, including (hand in hand with) the dual 
character (of the three),—basing this on the definition of the Auxiliary as 
‘that which is for the sake of another.’ 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as, with regard to the Agent, the Parvapakehi 
“has admitted his auxiliary character on the ground of his being a 
“ substance, and has only denied his Principal character, it was necessary for 
“the Siddhanis to establish his Principal character, and there was no use of 
‘establishing the fact of ‘ the Agent being an auxiliary on account of being 
“for the sake of the Action ’ (because this is what has been already 
“admitted by the opponent),”’ 

This does not affect our position; because what the Parvapakshi has 
done is to deny the Principal character of the Agent, on the ground of the 
non-auxiliary character of the Sacrifice and the Result; and hence as soon 
as the two Sitras (4 and 5) have established the auxiliary character of 
the Sacrifice and the Result, the Agent would come to be recognised as 
having only the character of the Principal, inasmuch as he would be Prin- 
cipal with reference to the Sacrifice as also to its subservient, the Result ; 
and thereby his dual character (of the Auxiliary and the Principal) being 
in danger of disappearance, it was absolutely necessary to recall the fact 
of his having the character of the Auxiliary also; and this is all that has 
been done in the siiéra in question (the sixth), 

Or, it may be that the opponent has accepted the auxiliary character 
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of the Agent, on the ground of his helping (the sacrifice) ; and taking 
exception to this, and holding his auxiliary character also to consist, like 
that of the Sacrifice and the Result, in the fact of his being for another's 
sake, the author has declared—The Agent also is an auailiary, because he 
(e for the sake of the Action, and not because he helps it. 

With a view to explain the four sūtras (3—6) in accordance with the 
interpretation of the Priti, the Bhashya says—‘ Athatrabhagaviin, ete. 

In this case, the theory of Badari is not the Parvapaksha. As all the 
four siitras are taken as a subsequent expansion of the general definition of 
the Auxiliary, given in sūtra (2), as showing the objects possessing that 
character. 

In the previous interpretation, the sūtra (3), as declaring the auxili- 
ary character to rest in Substauces, Properties and Sanctifications only, has 
been taken as embodying the Pirvapaksha, But now, it is as representing 
the. Siddhanta that the author brings forward Badari’s theory, simply 
by way of corroboration, and then proceeds to show further applications of 
the said definition(of the Auxiliary). And as for the declaration that the 
auxiliary character resides in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, it is taken in the sense that it is these alone that have always the 
auxiliary character only, and never the character of the Principal. 

And then the other three siitras (4-6) are brought forward to show 
that the auxiliary character not being absolute, it resides in Sacrifices, 
Results and Agents also; and thus what is established by these silras is 
only the relative? Auxiliary and Principal character of these three, And 
this is just what has beon shown in the Bhāshya also. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be that thore are two 
kinds of substrates of the said auxiliary character—the Absolute (those that 
are always Auxiliaries) and the Relative (those that are at times Auxili- 
aries and at times Principals). 

Objection : “Inasmuch as we find that Substances, Properties and 
‘‘ Sanctifications also are Principals, with reference to their subsidiaries, 
“as well as auxiliaries with reference to Sacrifices,—the auxiliary 
“character of these also should be accepted as only Relative (and not 
“ absolute). (1) For instance, we find that the Corn is the Principal with 
“ reference to its Threshing, and that this Threshing also is Principal in 
“ reference to the Pestle and other Implements (used in the threshing) ; and 
“then, while hoing Principals with reference to the Threshiny, the Corn is 
‘found to be auxiliary to the Preparation of the cake. (2) Then as for Pro- 
nerties,—such as Number and the like,—we find them to be auwiliary to 
“that which they qualify; wile in reference to those properties that bring 
“abont the Number, itis Principal. (3) Similarly Sanctifieatious alko,— 
“such as the Preparing and the Uhreshing,—are found to be aueiliaries to 
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“the Fire and the Corn respectively ; while, with reference to their own 
“accessories, the fucl and the pestle, ete., they are Principals. Conse- 
“ quently even these three cannot rightly be spoken of as always having 
“the auxiliary character only,” 

Reply : In the case of Substances, Properties and Sanctifications, we 
find that they can never be the Principal with regard to which they are 
Auxiliaries ; while in the case of the Sacrifices, Resales and Agent,.on the 
other hand, we find that they have the two characters with regard to ono 
another. A 

That is to say, Substances, Properties and Sanctifications always bear 
the auxiliary character towards the Sacrifice leading to some desirable re- 
sult,—even though towards their own subsidiaries they may bear the char- 
acter of the Principal; and with regard to the Sacrifice, the Principal char- ` 
acter of these is as good as non-oxistent. It is with a view to this that we 
have the declaration in the Bhashya—' with regard to the Sacrifice they always 
bear the ausiliary character’; and not that, ‘ they have always the auailiary 
character only. Then again, the Bhäshya adds—‘ The auailiary character 
of others is relative’ (‘others ’=Sacrifices, Results and Agents); and the 
qualifying clause ‘ yajim prati’—‘ with regard to the Sacrifice ’—pertains to 
this sentence also. That is to say, in the case of these latter, we find 
that each of them bears the charactcr of the Principal and the Auxiliary 
to the two others. For instance, the Sacrifice is Principal with regard to 
the Agent, who, as a substance, accomplishes it; while with regard to the 
Result it bears the auxiliary character ; and then again, that (Sacrifice) 
which is auxiliary to the Resuli can very well be said to be auxiliary to 
the Possessor of the Result, the Agent; and that (Sacrifice) which is the 
Principal with regard to the Agent, can certainly be called the Principal 
with regard to the Result, which is subordinate to the Agent. [Thus the 
Sacrifice is both Auxiliary and Principal to the Agent, and to the Result. | 
So also the Result, which is Principal with regard to the Sacrifice, is Prin- 
cipal also with regard to the Agent, who is an accessory of the Sacrifice , 
and while it is auxiliary to the Agent, it is auxiliary also to the Sacri- 
fice that is performed by him. Similarly the Agent, being the Principal 
with regard to the Result, is Principal also with regard to the Sacrifice 
which brings about that Result; and while he is auxiliary to the Sacri- 
fice, he is auxiliary also to the Result brought about by that Sacrifice. 
Such mutual double relationship is not found in the case of Substancos, 
Properties and Sanctifications. And in this lies the difference betweon 
these on the one hand, and the Sacritice, ete., on the other. 

Then the Bhashya has spoken of tha Auxiliary aud the Principal 
characters subsisting indirectly (through intervening agencies). But this 
must he taken as referring to cases where these relationships are only 
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implied by the existing state of things (and not spoken of in any texts) ; 
and they should not be taken as mentioned for purposes of observance 
at the performance of sacrifices; as in that case, inasmuch as the Agent 
and the Result would be indirect auxiliaries to the modifications of ori- 
ginal Sacrifices, they would also have to be imported into the per- 
formance of these ; and this would be a flagrant contradiction of the Sid- 
dhanta*bearing on that subjéct. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the above are the only 
ways in which the auxiliary character—to be explained in detail below— 
can exist. 
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ADHIKARANA (4). 


[The Nirvapana, etc., are applicable to definite objects, according to the use 
of each. | 


Sütra (T): They are connected with a definite purpose, 


We have explained the marks and tho objects of the auxiliary 
character. And we now proceed to consider the way in which the Auxili- 
aries become applied to actual practice; and in the next three Adkika- 
ranas we shall treat of the practical applications of Sanctifications, Sub- 
stances and Properties, respectively. 

Some people hold that the practical application of the Sanctification 
is pointed out by the suggestive Power of words; that of Substances, 
by Syntactical Connection ; and that of Properties, by Direct Assertion. 

But this view is not countenanced by our teachers. Because though 
we do actually come across the operation of various authorities (for 
practical application), yet, in the present Pada, we are concerned, 
pre-eminently, only with such applications as are based upon Direct Asser- 
tion ; while those based upon the suggestiveness of words, and the other 
authorities, will be dealt with in Pdda II et seg, as we have already 
said above, 

[In regard to the Darga Pirnamasa, we find the Injunction ‘ Dargapiir- 
namdsdbhyam svargakamo yajéta’; and in connection with these two 
Sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the nirva- 
pana (pouring out), the prokshana (washing), avahanana (thresh- 
ing), and so forth, as relating to vegetables, and utpavana (sprink- 
ling), vilapana (boiling), grahana (holding), āsādana (procuring), and 
the like, relating to the butter; and again Cakhd-harana (fetching of 
the twigs), Gavaimprasthipana (fetching of the cows), Gavampras- 
nāvana (making the cow yield milk), and so forth, relating to the 
Sdnndyya (the mixture of Curd and Butter). And with regard to these 
details, there arises a question as to whether all these three classes of 
details are to be performed in connection with all three kind of materials— 
Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butter mixture, alike, or should their 
performance be restricted to only those materials, in which they are 
found to serve some useful purpose.) 

Though the fact of the Details applyixz to the vegetables, eto., has yet 
to be established in the Adhikarana, yet, it is in accordance with the 
‘Siddhanta that the Bhashya speaks of them as so differentiated. 
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_ The Siddhanti objects to the doubt, by saying that the details are 
distinctly mentioned in connection with certain definite materials. 

But the opponent thinking that the connection of the details ( Phresh- 
¿ng f. 1.) with a definite material (the Oorm) is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection (in the sentence ‘ Vrihkinavahanti’), while it is by 
Direct Assertion that the word ‘avahanti’ enjoins the Threshing pure 
and sittple; (and as such the general applicability of the threshing is 
more authoritative than its special application to the Corn only; and 
with this in view, he replies by saying— “The Threshing and the rest, 
as denoted by the single word, are enjoined by Direct Assertion.” 

But this way of justifying the Doubt appears very improper. Be- 
cause & word is never used without another word; and the remedy for 
the contradiction by Direct Assertion, we have already explained in the 
Vakyddhikarana. As a matter of fact, by becoming connected with 
the Corn, the Threshing does not cease to be Threshing. And if this 
were the case, then alone could the Syntactical Connection be contrary to 
Direct Assertion, and thereby rejected. On the contrary, we find that 
the Threshing caunot be performed by itself; and as such it could not 
but be performed in connection with another object (such as the Corn). 
In accordance with your theory also, the threshing is not performed by 
itself; and then if you reject the object pointed out by Syntactical 
Connection, you take upon yourself the much greater trouble of connect- 
ing its performance with every one of the objects spoken of in the 
Context, If you were to base its connection with something outside the 
Context, the words relative to which you would supply from without, 
—that too would involve a deal of trouble. Then if you hold it to be 
connected with the Principal sacrifice, by aiding it indirectly,—that would 
mean a remotely involved connection. If, lastly, you do not hold it to 
be connected with anything, then its injunction becomes wholly pur- 
poseless. Consequently the aforesaid way of justifying the Doubt is highly 
objectionable. 

“Then we explain it as follows:—The Doubt in the present case 
“is not based upon the fact of the various sentences being taken 
“ separately, or all together ; but upon the fact of the various Details apper- 
“taining to the single Final Apirva, or to distinct Intermediate Apirvas. 

“ That is to say, the reasouing of the Pūrvapaksha is not this: That 
“‘the Threshing, being denoted by the word, is enjoined independently 
“by itself, by Direct Assertion; while it is by Syntactical Connection 
“that it is connected with the Oorn; and this connection therefore is 
“ set aside by the former Direct Assertion; consequently, being enjoined 
“independently, it is Only natural that there should be a doubt as to 
“ whether all the details—Threshing and the like—are to be connected 
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“ with all sorts of materials, or only with those objects in connection with 
“whom they are found to bring about certain visible effects.’ Bub 
“what is meant by it is that the Threshing is enjoined by Direct Asser- 
“ tion, as connected with the Oorn; but we cannot admit it to apply to 
“the class ‘Corn’ (e, Corn in general); as such an application would 
“ be absolutely useless. 

“That is to say, if the Threshing were taken to be connected 
“with the Gorn just as it is denoted by the word “ Vrīhi (Ge, the class 
“< Corn’), then, on account of this connection, it could not apply to 
“all the materials, As a matter of fact, we find that, in accordance 
“with the first Adhtkarana of Adhyaya IX, the Threshing passes over the 
“directly denoted class ‘Corn,’ and becomes connected with ‘that 
“ which brings about the Apirva’; and there can be no doubt that this 
“connection, being pointed ont by the indication of the element of the 
“ capability of bringing about the Apūrva which depends upon the Con- 
“text, is based upon Syntactical Connection ; and it is this that is meant 
“ by the sentence—‘ the connection of these with the Corn, etc., is brought 
“about by means of Syntactical Connection’ ( Bhäshya). 

“Then as for the particular Syntactical Connection, in the form of 
“an indication of the capability of bringing about the Apirva,—it is 
“equally capable of pertaining to the Vegetable, the Batter and the 
.“Curd-Butter mixture, as all these are mentioned in the same Con- 
“text. Similarly the ‘sprinkling,’ ‘boiling,’ etc., also could be shown 
“by Indirect Indication to be connected with other offering materials not 
“ specially enjoined. 

“Then, the question of the Adhikarana resolves itself into the follow- 
“ing form: ‘(1) Are all the details to performed with reference to the 
“single final Apiirva of the Darga-Pirnamdsa, or with reference to 
“ various minor Apirvas? (2) If the latter, then are all of them connect- 
“ed with every one of the minor Apirvas, or with only one particular 
“ Apūrva? If they are all performed with reference to a single Apiirva, 
“or if all are connected. with every one of the minor Apūrvas, then 
“there will be a commingling of the various details; while if they are 
“ed with only one Apérva, then, there would a restriction as to the 
“ performance of these.” 

In regard to this question, the author begins with propounding 
the Siddhänta theory: They are connected with a definite purpose. 

That is to say, even though the various details are found to be 
mentioned independently by their own words, yet when the question 
arises as to where they are to be performed, the invariable conclusion is 
that they should be performed there where they may serve.a useful 
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purpose. Then, as a matter of fact, we do not find a commixture of these 
details leading to any useful result in all cases, And even if they be 
taken as performed with reference to Apūrvas, then also, the connection 
could be fixed upon only in accordance with the useful purpose found 
to be served by them. Or, we may take the sūtra as meaning that the 
scripture itself points out that they should be performed in connection 
with hat wherein they serve some useful purpose. Thus, f.i, the 
Threshing comes to be taken as performed with reference to that particu- 
Jar Apūrva, the means of which is indicated by the word ‘ Vrihi’ 
(‘Corn’), by reason of that capability (of bringing about the Apūrva) 
which inheres in the same substrate (the individual sacrificial corn) as the 
Class (‘Corn’) denoted by that word (‘Vrihe’); and it could not be 
taken along with the means of any other Apirva, which is uot similarly 
indicated, and with which, therefore, the Threshing could have no connec- 
tion. 

Then we have in the Bhāshya, the objection—“ As a matter of fact we 
“ find it directly laid down that all the details are to be performed in connec- 
“tion with all. That is to say, (1) as there is a single Final Aparva to be 
“ accomplished ;—(2) as, even when there are many Apirvus, we do not 
“ perceive any ground for limiting the indication (of any Apirva by any 
 patticular word) ;—and (3), lastly, as the purpose served by them would 
“ be perceived after the Injunction,—a restriction of the EE of the 
“ Details could not be based upon a perception of these purposes.” 

The reply 2. Wa do not yet know whether they ave directly laid down 
as such, or not,—tt is a matter still to be considered. That is to say, we do 
not yet know whether all the details are to be performed with reference 
to a single Final Apirva, or with reference to every one of the minor 
Apiirvas; and that even without the specific mention of the particular 
objects (the Corn and the like, with reference to which the Threshing, ete., 
should be performed), the performance of these would be restricted, in 
accordance with the Sūtra I—iv~-30, 

Or, the reply may be taken to mean that—if all the details be 
performed with reference to a single Apérva, or with reference to every 
one of the minor Apiirvas, then they would all become mixed up; whereas 
if they are connected with such means of distinct Apirvas as are 
indicated by the class ‘Corn’ and the like,—then there is a restriction 
(or adjustment) of their performance ;—but it is still to be decided which 
of these alternative theories is true; and hence we do not yet know that 
all of them are directly laid down with reference to all. 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sutra (8): “They must be taken as pertaining to all; becausa 
they are non-different in their Oonnection, and because there 
is no difference of Context.” 


The opponent explains his position as follows: “It is the subtle 
“potential state of the Result, which appears as its Sprout, that is 
“called ‘ Apirva `, on account of its appearing in a form that. never existed 
“before; this we have already explained before (in Adh. II), Conse- 
“quently, inasmuch as the Result of the Darça-Pūrpamāsa is one only, 
“ there cannot be more than one Apirva; and the capability of bringing 
“about this Apūrva belongs equally to the Vegetables, the Butter and 
“the Curd-Butter mixture; hence the details laid down with refer- 
“ence to these materials must be taken as pertaining to all of them. 

“ Though it is possible that there may be other minor Apiirvas, follow- 
“ing from each of the various sacrifices,— Agnéya and the like (of which the 
“ Darga-Pirnamdsa are composed),—yet inasmuch as these minor 
" Apirvas do not lead to any distinct Results (as they only help in 
“the fruition of the one Final Apirva), they are, in this, like the form of 
“the sacrifice, and as such have no capability of having any details per- 
“formed with reference to themselves; and hence it is only tho final 
“ Apirva that comes to be taken as that which has the details performed 
“ with reference to itself. 

“ Even if they were performed with reference to distinct Apirvas,— 
“inasmuch as of all the various details that are laid down simply with 
“reference to the means of Apūrva mentioned in the Context, none is 
“mentioned specifically,—for if any were so mentioned there would be 
“a syntactical split,—their Injunction must be accepted as having a 
“universal application. And this is another reason in favour of the 
“ view that the details pertain to all the materials, | 

“And in support of this universal application, we have (in the 
“ sūtra) two reasons: (1) ‘ samyogato’—vipéshdt ’, and (2) ‘ prakarandvice- 
“shat’. That is to say, the characteristic of bringing about the Apilrva 
“that we find in one object (Corn), as the ground of its connection with 
“a particular detail (Threshing), is also found in the other object ; be- 
“canse as for the specific characteristic of the class ‘Corn’ (which 
‘subsists in the Corn only), this is of use only in the indication, and 
“is of no use in restricting the application of the Threshing. Then, as 
“for the objective character (of the Oorn as mentioned in the sentence 
“t Vrihinavahanti’), it is found in all the other objects also; as all of 
“them are objects to be offered. Therefore it must*be admitted that, leav- 
“ ing aside all such objects as are not connected with the Aptirva, as are 
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“ not objects to be offered, and as do not help in the bringing about of the 
“ particular Apirva of the Context,—with reference all other objects, 
should all the details be performed, 

“Then as for those details that aro either indirectly implied, or, 
“not being directly enjoined, are only pointed out by certain purposes 
“served by them in matters relating to ordinary worldly affuirs,—the 
“application of these could be restricted in accordance with the purpose 
“served by them. Or, in a case where, as in the case of the modifications 
“of original sacrifices, the Details appear by means of certain purposes 
“previously enjoined,—aud the purpose has not got to be assumed from 
“the details themselves,—the performance of such details would be adjust- 
“ed in accordance with the purposes served. In the case in question, 
“ however, we find that the sacrifice in question is the original sacrifice 
“ (Darca-Pirnamasa) itself; and the Injunction lays down, long before the 
“ Purposes, the Details themselves, whose purposes have got to be assumed ; 
“and hence that. Injunction in question must be construed,—not as 
“ ‘where these purposes are to be served, there these details are to be per- 
‘formed’, but—as ‘where these details are performed, there is a visible 
“ or invisible purpose served.’ 

“Consequently the Details must be taken as appertaining to all 
“ objects.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Siitra (9): The absence of a useful purpose would deprive it 
of the character of Action. 


That is to say, by denying the visible purpose actually served, or 
that which is mentioned in scriptures as to be served by it,—we would 
set aside the performability of the Action, etc., etc. The sense of the 
Bhashya is quite clear. 


Sitra (10): The Result is found to appear along with the 
operation ; it is only when there is no visible result, that its 
absence could justify the Details being taken merely as ex- 
pressed by the words. 


It has been urged that, “inasmuch as we shall assume certain 
imperceptible effects, there would not be an absence of useful purposes.” 
And to this we make the following reply : 

If the ‘ prathana’ (Thickening), etc., were forcibly laid down in cou- 
nection with the Butter also, When alone could we be justified in assuming 
an imperceptible result, as the thickening not serving any visible purpose 
in regard to the Butter, without that assumption, the Injunction would be 
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inexplicable. That is to say, it is only on the strength of the Apparent In- 
consistency of a Direct Vedic Declaration that we can rightly assume im- 
perceptible effects. But, as a matter of fact, we find the Declaration of 
the ‘ Thickening’ to be quite consistent in its visible purpose, when taken 
along with the Cake; and as such there is no Inconsistency that could 
justify our assuming an imperceptible effect, on the strength wherdast 
we would connect the Thickening with the Butter also. SS 

To explain—as a matter of fact, we find that the Thaeshing vie 
about its perceptible result in the Oorn, along with its performance ; 
while in the others (the Butter, etc.), we find the mere operation of Thresh- 
ing, without any results; and so long as a useful operation is possible, 
no Vedic Injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a use- 
less operation ; and in the absence of such urging by a Vedic Injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results. 
And thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the assumption of 
the Injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the Results being 
based upon the Injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Batter, etc., 
we do not find either the Injunction or the Result (of Threshing) ; while 
in regard to the Corn, we find both, independently of each other. 

The same reasoning may be applied to the case of the Boiling, ete., as 
to be performed in regard to the Butter and the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Then again, oven when a useful result is actually foupd to be brought 
about, if it be such as is not required, either by the Sacrifice or the Agent, 
as according a needed help,—then, that is not to be accepted ; but the 
result brought about (by the Threshing in regard to the Corn) is not 
such a one; as this result is found to be the separation of the grain 
from the chaff; and this is needed, as helping in the preparation of the 
Cake, by all the six factors of the sacrifice—viz., the QOorn, the Cake, the 
Sacrifice, the Apūrva, the Priest and the Sacrificer. Because without the 
removal of the Chaff, the Corn could neither be made into the Cake, nor 
be offered at the sacrifice ;—this is what is meant by the Bhishya saying 
‘prayojanatica tënēti. 

In a case, however, where there is a total absence of perceptible 
effects, the Details would be taken merely as expressed by the words; 
and hence the said absence could justify the assumption of imperceptible 
effects ; and in that case the Threshing would apply to the Butter and the 
Curd-Butter mixture also. But when a distinctly perceptible effect 
is present, there can be no assumption of an imperceptible one; and hence 
the application of the Details becomes restricted, in accordance with the: 
purpose served by each. : 

Then again, when an Injunction has once had‘ all its requirements 
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fulfilled by a perceptible effect in a certain place, and thereby has des- 
troyed the force of the Apparent Inconsistency (attaching to it, in the 
matter of a Result),—it cannot, even in another place, be assumed to 
have an imperceptible effect (an assumption whereof could only be based 
upon the said Apparent Inconsistency). 

Or again, the Details could be enjoined with regard to all the objects 
concerned, only under the following conditions :—(1) If they were all 
performed with reference to the single Final Apūrva ; (2) if all of them 
were performed with reference to all the Minor Apiirvas ; (3) if there were 
no distinct Apirvas following from the Actions performed with the Corn, 
ete ; (4) if these last Apirvas had not the requisite capability of having 
Actions performed with reference to themselves. 

As a matter of fact, however, we find that for each of the Actions 
there is a distinct Apirva—every one of these having the capability of 
having the particular Action performed with reference to itself. 

As for the fact of each of these Apirvas being distinct, we have 
already proved it under the Apirvddhikarana (II~i—1-5). 

And even if these Apirvas do not directly lead to any Result, yet, for 
the mero sake of their Apiérva-character, they will have to be taken as 
having the capability of having the details (of Threshing, etc.) performed 
with reference to themselves. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
wholly useless either ; because that alone is rejected as wholly devoid of 
that capability, op the ground of uselessness, which brings about absolutely 
no effect, or when, even without the effect brought about by it, the 
Material and the Sacrifice, etc., are-all duly accomplished. The Minor 
Apirvas in question, however,—viz., those that follow from the Aynéya aud 
other subsidiary sacrifices of the Darca-Pirnamdsa,—are actually found 
to be indirectly conducive to a distinct Result, through the help that 
they accord to the Final Apūrva of the Darga-Parnamasa. And prior to 
the performance of the Details in question, these Minor Apérvas are not 
accomplished ; nor have they the extent of their means clearly known. 
Consequently, it is for the sake of the accomplishment of themselves 
that these Apirvas instigate the performance of the Details in ques- 
tion. 

And an Apiirva is acknowledged to be the instigator of a Detail, only 
when it is found that the performance of that Detail brings about that 
particular Apirva. And in the case in question, we find that the word 
‘Vrthi’, as also the rest, points to that Apirva which is brought about 
by Actions performed with regard to the Vrihz, and not to others (brought 
about by those performed with regard to the Butter, etc.) ; because it has 
no connection with these. Thus then, the Threshing comes to have its nse- 
fulness established by having obtained its own specific Minor Apūrva, and 
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does not stand in need, either of the Final Apūrva, or of other Minor 
Apirvas brought about by other Actions. 

That is to say, inasmuch as, in the sentence speaking of the Vrih¢ 
(Corn) along with the operation of Threshing, we find the Injunction 
having its usefulness through the particular Apirva. following from that 
operation performed with regard to the Corn,—that operation is not 
applied to the other substances. If there were no Apirva in that case, 
then an imperceptible result would have had to be assumed ; and in that 
case, we could take the operation to be performed with reference to even 
such helps as are not pointed out by the word "Hihi Asa matter of 
fact, however, we have a distinct Apūrva ; and as such none of these contin- 
gencies are possible. | 

The sūłra may also be interpreted to the same effect, as follows: 
In the absence of the particular Apirva brought about by the Rice(Vrihz), 
there being no useful purpose served, the connection (of threshing) 
with the Curd-Butter mixture, either through the remote Final Apirva, 
or through the Minor Apirva of some intermediate Action, could be taken 
as expressed by the words ; when, however, there is a distinct Apirva in 
close proximity (with the Rice itself), the words cannot bear the strain 
(of signifying the connection of the Threshing with other substances) ; 
and consequently, there is no authority for connecting the Threshing with 
the Butter or with the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Objection: “ But then, inasmuch as the sacrificia] implements,’ the 
“ Sruk, etc., would also be connected with the Minor Apirva of the Aynéya 
“ sacrifice (at which the Vrihi-Rice is offered), the operation of Threshing 
“(which you take to be laid down with reference to that which brings 
“ about that particular Apūrva) would come to be applied to those imple- 
“ ments also.” 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because the function of 
the implements (which are instrumental) is wholly different from that of 
the Vrīhi (which is objective), and they could not be indicated by the 
word “ Vrihi” (and as such the Threshing could not apply to it). Conse- 
quently, just as, even though the Curd-Butter mixture is similar to the 
Vrihi, in that both are objects to be offered, yet the former is not indi- 
cated by the word ‘ Vrihz’, on account of its bringing about an altogether 
distinct Apérva,—so, in the same manner, even though the Implements 
are connected with the same Apirva as the Vrihi, yet, inasmuch as they 
are devoid of the function of the objective (of offering) which is inherent 
in the Vrihz, they cannot be indicated by the word ‘ Vrīhi’ (and hence 
the Threshing mentioned in connection with the Vrihi could not apply to 
them). 

That however which would help in the bringing about of the same 
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Apirva, by means of the same function of the objective, would cortainly 
have the Threshing performed with regard to it; as for instance the Bar- 
ley (to. which the Threshing is quite as applicable as to the Frihi). 

All this will be explained in detail in Adhyaya IX. 
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ADHIKARANA (5). 


[The Sphya, cte., have their applicability E d accordance with thet? 
connections. | 


Sutra (11): The substance, being connected with the originative 
Injunction, would be laid down for the purpose of that. 


[In connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa, we find the sentence 
‘Sphyagea kapdlant ca agnihotrahavani ca gérpaica krshnājinañca camyt 
ca ulukhalaiica musalatica drshaccopala ca, ētāni vat daga yaynayudhani.’ 
And there arises a doubt as to whether each of these implements is to be 
employed in whatever they may be found capable of doing, or only in 
that in connection with which they are mentioned. 1 

Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the application of the varions imple. 
“ ments also would be adjusted, in accordance with their specified connec- 
“ tions, just as in the case of the Threshing, etc.,—the conditions being 
“ exactly the same, what was the use of devoting another Adhikarana to 
“ the consideration of the Implements H ” 

Reply: The conditions are not identical in the two Seng 1) because 
in the case of the Threshing, ete., the Opponent has admitted the restric- 
tion of their applicability to be in accordance with their specified connec- 
tions, because of the perceptible effects produced by them. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there being no perceptible purpose served 
by the restricted employment, any such employment could not be admit- 
ted in the same way. On the contrary, when a perceptible effect is found 
to be produced by any of these Implements in question, then there would 
be no ground for restricting its employment to that Action alone in 
connection with which it may be mentioned, if that effect is found to be. 
of use in another Action also. 

(2) In the case of the Threshing, etc., we find that on account of 
their connection with the Vrihi, etc., they are performed with reference to 
distinct Apirvas ` while in the case in question we do not find any Apūrva 
in connection with the Uddhanana (which is the particular action in 
connection with which we find the Sphya mentioned), with reference to 
which that Action could be performed. ` 

(3) In the former case we find the Threshing mentioned only once, in 
connection with the single substance of ‘ Vriht’;’ while in the present 
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case, we find the various Implements mentioned in two connections in the 
two sentences‘ Sphyagea etc... . yajniyudhani’, and ‘ Sphyenoddhantt, 
etc.’ One of these two must be Injunctive, while the other is mercly 
Descriptivo. If the former sentence be taken as Injunctive, then, the 
direct connection of these Implements with the sacrifice being denied in 
accordance with the fourth Adhikarana of the fourth Adhyaya (IV—i— 
7-10), they come to be connected with the subsidiaries, just like the ‘ sapta- 
dagaraint’, as®hown under Sūtra I1I—i—18 ; and as the subsidiary charac- 
ter would belong equally to all actions connected with the sacrifice, we 
would come to the conclusion that they are to be employed in whatever 
action they may be found capable of accomplishing (as held by the Pūrva- 
paksha); and in that case the latter sentence would have to be taken 
as a partial description (or reference). If, however, the latter sentence 
is accepted as Injunctive, then, in accordance with foregoing Adhikarana, 
the employment of the Implements would be restricted in accordance with 
the connections mentioned in these sentences (as held by the Siddhanta). 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Tnasmuch as there is no connection with distinct Apirvas, and 
“as in all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, we must 
“ employ the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this 
“way, the sentence ‘Sphyagea, etc,’ would become justified as constituting 
“an Injunction; and as for the Plural number in ‘ édnz,’ that could be 
“explained as based upon the plurality of the objects (sphya, etc.), en- 
“joined; otherwise, as the whole forms a single sentence, there would he 
“a kingle Injunction, Consequently it must be admitted that the Imple- 
“ ments are to be employed according to their capabilities.” 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above, we make the following reply: As a matter of fact, we 
find that the Sphya, ete., are mentioned in their originative Injunction in 
connection with certain specific functions, the ‘ uddhanana’ for instance ; 
and all that the sentence ‘ sphyagca, etc.’ does is to describe (or refer to) 
what has been laid down in those Injunctions, Specially as in the gen, 
tence ‘sphyagca... . giän? vat, etc.’, we find the word ‘vat’, which shows its 
purely descriptive character ; por does it contain any Injunctive word, ex- 
pressive of the Bhdvand, which could either lay down the uses of the 
implements, or enjoin the Actions (at which they could be employed). 

And further, in‘ your theory, many more sentences would become 
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purposeless (fi, the sentences ‘ sphyendddhanti’, ‘kapaléna çrapayati’ 
and so forth). Nor is there any purpose served by taking these sentences 
as mere descriptive references, and we actually find the Implements in 
question directly mentioned, in these sentences, as to be employed in the 
specific Actions of uddhanana, ebe, ` while in taking the sentencd 
‘ sphyacca, etc., ` as laying down their uses, you will have to have recourse 
to Indirect Indication ; because it will be necessary for you to take the 
word ‘yajña’ (in the compound ‘ yajiayudhaim’) as indicating the sub- 
sidiary of the sacrifice, and the word ‘ dyudha’, which directly expresses 
the Implements of war, as indirectly indicating the Instruments of other 
Actions. 

Nor is the law of the ‘ Saptodaçãratni ’ (detailed in Sttra ITI —i—18) 
applicable to the case in question ; because in the case dealt with by that 
law— i.e., that of the sentence ‘Vajapéyasya saptadacaratniryitpo bhavati ’ 
—we find the genitive ending, in ‘ Vajapéyasya’, which appears after the 
name of the sacrifice, and signifies only the relationship with that sacri- 
fice (while in the case in question we have no such genitive ending). In 
fact, however, even if that law of Sūira III—i—18 were applicable to the 
present case, then too, inasmuch as the general Injunction contained in 
the sentence ‘spyaçca .... gtāni etc.’ would be swallowed by the special 
oues in the sentence ‘ sphyénoddhanti, ete, `, the Implements could not be 
connected with any other Actions save those mentioned in these latter 
Injunctions. Consequently, we conclude that the sentence ‘ sphyagca ... . 
ēlāni, ete.” servos to describe (or refer to) that character of the ‘ sacrificial 
Implement ’ which we find belonging to the sphya and the rest Inid down 
in the sentences ‘ sphyénoddhanti, etc.’ 

Then, it has been argued that, “in the case in question we do not 
find distinct Apérvas that could make the Actions performed with refer- 
ences to themselves. ” l 

To that we make the following reply: In the case of the kapāla, ete., 
„there is a difference in the Apérvas, due to the Cake, etc. ; and as for the 
others, these can never become mixed up in any common action, because 
they are distinctly laid down as the means of the particular actions 
‘uddhanana’ and the rest; they could not serve any useful purpose in 
connection with any other action ; just as, even though the Threshing is 
connected with the same Apiirva as the Sruk, etc., yet it is not performed 
in connection with the Sruk, etc., because of the function of these being 
different (from that of the Vrihi in connection with which the Thresh- 
eng is mentioned), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Implements in ques- 
tion are to be employed iu connection with the Actions with which they 
are mentioned in the Jujunctive sentences. 


: ADHIKARANA (6), 
(The properties of Redness, etc., are not mixed up.] 


Siitra (12): Inasmuch as both the Substance and Property serve 
the same purpose, they have the same function; and as such 
their application would be restricted. 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentence ‘ arunaya 
pingakshye ékahayanyd somam krīnāti, and then the text goes on adding 
‘ajayă krindti, vdsasa krinatz,’ etc., where] the word ‘ Ariind’ denotes the 
quality, while the words ‘ Pingaksha’ and ‘ Bkahayani’ denote the sub- 
stance, because of their co-extensiveness (with the price to be paid for the 
Soma). And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness’ (signified by 
‘ Aruna’), there arises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance 
that is mentioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the 
substances mentioned in the context. 

Objection : “Inasmuch as the words ‘pingdkehi’ and ‘ &kahdyani’ 
“also siginfy qualities, there is no word in the sentence that signifies a 
“substance (and as such there is no basis for the question raised). 

“ As to how these two words are denotative of qualities, we proceed 
“to explain as follows : 

“ I.—The Bahuvriht compound (that is present in the two words in 
“ question) is laid down in the same sense as the affix ‘ matup’; and this 
“ affix is laid down as to be used in places where the sense desired to be 
“conveyed is that of Possession or that Of Location, as laid down in the 
“ sutra ‘ tadatrasyasmin, etc.’ 

“For instance, in such words as ‘géman’ and the like (ending in 
matup’), the ‘Cow’ having boen denoted by the basic noun ‘go’, and 
“ the ‘ possessor of the cow’ having to be signified by the ‘matup’ affix, 
“it is necessary for the relationship (of the Possessor and the Possessed) to 
.“ be signified before the Possessor is signified. Because one who is not 
“related to the Oow, is never spoken of as ‘the possessor of the Cow’; 

“and hence it is necessary that the qualifying relationship should be 

“ expressed beforehand. 

“lt has been alréady shown (under the Akriyudhikarana, Sitrus 
“ [—ili--30-35) that the qualification is always signified beforehand ; and in 


dt 
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“ the case in question, what is held to be the qualification is the relaton- 
“ ship of the Oow, and not the don only ; because the ‘ matup’ affix could not 
“ be added to the unrelated Gow. Then again, if the mere Oow were the 
“ qualification, then the Cows having been denoted by the basic noun 
“(‘gō’), the affix (‘matup’) would denote the qualified (č.e., Possessor of 
“the Cows) (which would not be very correct); when on -the other 
“hand, the Relationship is the qualification, then it becomes necessary to 
“find out that by which it would be denoted. 

“ Now then, we find that the Relationship cannot be daia by the 
“ basic noun (‘gd’); because that word denotes only the class ‘Cow.’ Nor 
“ could the denotation of the noun serve as a sure Indicator of the said- 
“ Relationship; because the existence of the former is quite possible, even 
“ without the latter (and hence there is uo necessary concomitance between 
“ the two whereby one could be indicated by the other) ; and also because 
“the utterance of the word ‘gd’ only does not produce any idea of the 
“ Relationship ; and lastly, because even in the case of the word ‘géman’, 
“it is only when the affix ‘matup’ is pronounced, that there arises any 
“idea of the Relationship. Thus then, in accordance with the law ‘ tadd- 
“ gamë hi tad dyshyaté’, we must conclude the Relatiouship to be denoted 
“ by the affix (1). 

“ (2) Then, again, as a rule, that which denotes the Qualified Object, 
“should denote a qualification closely connected with it ; and in the case 
“ in question, we fiud that the noun (og) does not denote the Qualified 
‘Object. (the Person possessing the cow); and as such that noun could 
“ not denote the Relationship qualifying that Person. The affix, however, 
. “iş found to signify the Qualified Object ; and hence it denotes that Re- 
‘lationship. And as soon as the affix denotes the Relationship, the idea 
“of this Relationship at once brings about its necessary concomitant, the 
“ idea of the Related Object (the Person) ; and thus the denotative potency 
“of the affix (with regard to the Related Person) having been set aside 
“by the prior indication of it by the previously-denoted Relationship, the 
“ Affix could not serve to denote the Qualified or Related Object (the Per- 
‘‘son). And, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Qualified Object is not 
“found to bring about an idea of the Relationship; because until the 
“ qualifying Relationship has been cognised, there can be no idea of the 
“Qualified Object. And when the Qualified Character has been duly 
“established (and cognised), there remains no further need of any idea 
“of the Qualifying Relationship ; and hence if the Qualified Object were 

“ previously cognised, there would be an absolute non-coguition of the 
“Qualifying Relationship, Consequently, it must’be admitted that what 


" shonld be denoted beforehand is the Relationship `" and hence it is this that 
“is denoted br the Affix. i 
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“(§) For the following reason also, the Affix ‘matup’ should be 
“taken as denoting the Relationship: In all cases, it is the denotation 
“of a word that is referred to by the Abstract Affix ; and in the clause 
“(Dévadattasya gomattvam’ we distinctly find the Relationship that is 
“cognised. That is to say, as in the case of ‘gatva’ (‘go’ + the Abstract 
“ Affix ‘iva’), the gotva qualifying a paxticular cow,— the ono with 
“the variegated colour f.i.,—we conclude that the qualifying ‘class’ 
“ (f Cow’) is genoted by the Abstract Affix, as apart from the word; and 
‘hence that the word ‘go’ denotes that Olass ;—so, in the same manner 
“when we meet with the clause ‘ Dévadatiasya gémattvam’, we find that 
“there is no cognition of the Cow, while there is a distinct cognition of 
“the Relationship, as, apart from the Cow; and consequently we must 
“admit that the word ‘géman’ denotes that Relationship. And that 
“which is denoted by the Abstract Affix forms also tho basis of tho 
“donotation of that basic noun which signifies the Qualified Object ; and 
“in the case of all words, we find that that which forms the basis 
“ of the denotation of a word, is its primary meaning, while the Qualified 
“ Object forms only the secondary or indicated meaning. Then, it is only 
“if the ‘matup’ affix denote the Relationship, that the Abstract Affix 
“added to the basic noun ‘ gomén’ could denote the Relationship ; because 
“we have a general law to the effect that ‘tho base and the affix 
“conjointly express the denotation of the affix.’ For this reason also 
“the ‘ matup’ affix must be taken as denoting the Relationship. 

“ The above’applies to all Verbal and Nominal Derivatives, as well 
“as Compounds, that have their significations based upon their etymology. 
“ Because in the case of all these words, the Abstract Affix denotes the 
“ Relationship. In fact, all such words, as ‘ Rayapurushah,’ ‘ Aupagavah,’ 
“* Pacaka’, and the like, are called ‘yaugika’, simply because their 
“ denotation is based upon ‘yoga (e. Connection or Relationship. 

“Thus then, in the case of the words ‘ Piigakshi’ and ‘ Ekahayani’, 
“also, the signification of the Bahuvriht compound being identical with 

€ that of the Possessive Affix (matup), the words must be taken as denoting 
“the Relationship (and as such they cannot be spoken of as denoting a 
“ substance). | | 

“ II —Further, the Bahuvrihi compound is laid down as pointing to 
“something different from that which is denoted by the component 
“words; and hence also, that something different being signified by 
“an afiz, the principal thing denoted cannot but be the Relationship. 
“That is to say, the compound ‘ékahdyani’ being expounded as ‘ékam- 
“hdyanam asyāh, the something different meant to be expressed by the 
“ compound ig found to he pointed out by the word ‘ asyak’ with the gent. 
tive affix; and as the denotation of the genitive is the denotation of an 
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“ affix, it must be regarded as the principal factor; and hence it is for ` 
“ tho sake of pointing out that denotation of the genitive affix, that we 
“ must take the pronoun in ‘asyah’ ; as the genitive affix could not be used 
“alone by itself, and also as there is no cognition of the denotation of the 
“ Pronoun itself. Then as for the genitive, it is a usually recognised 
“ fact that all that it can denote is some sort of a Relationship, such as that - 
“snbsisting between the ‘ pédsessor and the possessed,’ the ‘ whole and 
“the part,’ the ‘original and the modification,’. and so forth. For this 
“reason also Bahuvrihi compounds must be taken as denoting the Rela- 
tionship. 

‘“TII.—Then again, in the case of Bahuvrihi compounds, we can never 
“take a ‘class’ to be the something different signified by it; becanse, in 
“ the case of the compound ‘ Piagdkshi’ for instance, there is no relation- 
“ship between the class ‘Cow’ and the ‘brown eyes’; nor again can ‘ one- 
“ year-oldness’ (ékah@yana) belong to the class ‘Cow.’ Thatis to say, all 
“these properties—‘ brown eyes,’ ‘one year old,’ ‘ possession of many- 
“coloured cows’—belong to Individuals ; and then as the number of In- 
“dividuals bemg endless, we can never perceive any relationship with 
“regard to them,—and as that which would pertain to one individual 
“could not rightly pertain to another,—we can never accept the word 
"CG Pingakshi’) to bo denotative of the Individual, as we have. already 
“shown under the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30-35). Nor could the very 
“ first application of the word ‘ Pitgakshi’ be accepted to have been made 
“to the particular cow born to-day, Consequently wè must accept a 
“certain generic entity as the denotation of the word ‘ Ping dkshi’; and 
“this generic entity can be none other than the Relationship (as we have 
“already shown that the word cannot denote the class ‘ Cow’). 

“ IV.—Further, even though the word ‘ëkahäðyanī’ could denote the 
“age of one year,—yet that too would be only a quality, and not a sub- 
" stance. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be 
“ wholly devoid of a substantive, it cannot form the basis of the discus- 
“sion in the present Adickurana, 

“Nor can any other sentence that could be cited as such, form the 
“ basis ; because as a matter of fact, there is no word that directly denotes 
“a particular substance, As all Rüdhi (conventional) words (like ‘ghata, 
“ ete.) denote classes (as held by you also); and all Yaugika (etymologi- 
“ cal) words (like ‘Pacaka,’ etc.) have been shown to denote Relationship ; 
“ then as for those words that are significant of absolutely nothing else save a 
“ particular substance,—such f.i. as the Proper names ‘ Dittha,’ ‘Davittha,’ 
“ etc.,—these are never found to be used in the Veda. 3 | 

"` Consequently, the declaration of the Siddhapta also should have 
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" been in the form, that—‘ there is a restricted application of the Class and 
“the Quality, or of two Qualities’ (and not as that of ‘the Quality and the 
“ Substance)’ Or, Here being no Vedic sentence to serve as the basis for 
“the discussion in the present Adhikarana, the Adhikarana itself should 
“ never have been introduced.” | 

To the above, we make the following reply :—In all cases, etymologi- 
cal words always denote a substance ; nor is it possible for a Relationship 
to be denoted by them; as that would involve many complications, 

That is to say, if the words ‘Bkahdyani’ and ‘Pitgakshi’ were to 
denote a Relationship, then we should not have cited them as instances in 
the present Adhikarana. As a matter of fact, however, they do not denote 
a Relationship. Because such a denotation would give rise to endless 
complications, 

For instance, we could assume such a denoted Relationship to be either 
Relationship in general, or some particular Relationship. If the former, 
then all etymological words, denoting the same Relationship in general, 
would become synonymous. If the latter, then, inasmuch as there could 
not be any peculiarity in the Relationship itself, the pecaliarity will havo 
to be admitted to be brought out by the members related (e, the Re- 
lationship could be specified only by the members related). Tho mem- 
ber, however, coald not specify the denoted Relationship if it were itself 
not denoted ; and hence it would be necessary for the member also to bo 
denoted by the word. Then again, inasmuch as the Relationship docs 
not subsist in a single member,—and as a single member could not serve 
to distinguish the Relationship from all other Relationships,—it would be 
necessary for the word to denote both the members related. 

Thus then, in the case of the word ‘ gdman,’ one member is found to 
be denoted by the word ‘gō’; of the other member, we do not find a 
denotative word; hence it must be admitted that if the ‘matup’ aflix 
were to denote the particular Relationship, it could not do so, unless it 
denoted at least one of the members related; and hence it would neces- 
sarily denote that member also. And then after having denoted that, the 
affix would go on to denote the Relationship (as held by you); and cer- 
tainly this process of denotation would be a highly complicated one. 

Then again, when the Relationship is capable of being pointed out by 
the member related, who is there that would seek to assume a denotative 
potency in the word itself (whereby it could directly donote that Rela- 
tionship)? That is to say, when, as a matter of fact, the previously- 
denoted member is found to indicate the Relationship (by necessary con- 
comitance), then we cannot assime this latter to be donoted by the Affix 
either ; and hence, in every way, the Relationship must be admitted to be 
indirectly implied (and not directly denoted). 
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Tt has been urged above that—“until the Relationship is cognised, 
there is no cognition of the Qualified Object.” 

To that we make the following reply :—It is quite true that without 
the qualification, there is no cognition of the Qualified Object. But in 
the case of the word ‘gémdn,’ the qualification consists of the ‘cows,’ 
and not of the Relationship. That is to nay, what is meant by the word 
is that ‘ Devadatta is qualified by the cows’; and as for the cows, they are 
found to be actually denoted by the basic noun itself. À 

Then, it has been argued that—‘ Devadatta cannot be qualified by 
the cows that are not related.” 

True, he is not so qualified; it is for that very reason that the ‘ cows’ 
indicate the necessary Relationship. In any way all that the word 

‘yoman’ expresses is that ‘one is qualified by cows’; and then there 
arises a question as to the position in which the cows qualify Mën: and 
then it is that the particular Relationship (of the cows with Devadatta) i ig 
indicated ; and thus we find that the indication of the Relationship i is 
done by the Cows, and not by the word ‘ gōmān. 

For if all that is implied in the word ‘géman' were to form the 
direct denotation of the word, then, inasmuch as the Cows could not serve 
the purposes of qualification, unless they existed on the earth, the earth 
also would have to be accepted to be denoted by the word! That is to 
say, a word cannot be taken as denoting anything and everything, with- 
out which the one object neue ied by it does not attain its true character ; 
all that the word ‘gōūmān’ can be taken to denote is that without which 
there is no idea of the qualified object. And such an object is the cow 
only, without a cognition of which the idea of the person qualified by the 
cow could not appear; which cannot be said of the Relationship (even 
without which the idea of the Person is found to appear). 

Then again, the seeking for the Relationship is the function of the 
speaker ; as he cannot speak of the ‘ Possessor of Cows,’ without a rela- 
tionship with the cows. That is to say, in all cases, the order of sequence 
in the operation of the Hearer is the reverse of that of the Speaker. For 
instance, the operation of the speaker is as follows:—(1) First of all, he 
desires to speak of a certain Qualified Object; (2) then, inasmuch as 
the Qualified Object could not be spoken of without the Qualification, he 
desires to speak of the Qualification; (3) then he utters the word (rop, 
man, f.i.). While the operation of the Hearer is as follows:—(1) First 
of all, he hears the word uttered ; (2) then he cognises the Qualification ; 
(3) and then the Qualified Object ; and after that he comes to have ideas 
of other accessories (as the Relatiouship bétween the Qualification and the 
Qualified, etc., etc.), necessary for the full accomplishment of the cognition 
of the Qualified Object. Thus then, though the Speaker may have per- 
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ceived the Relationship beforehend, yet, it is only at the end that the 
Hearer cognises it. | 

As a matter of fact, however, even the Speaker does not recognise the 
Relationship very much beforehand; because it cannot be cognised until 
the members related have been cognised ; consequently, in the operation of 
the Speaker also, the Relationship comes to be recognised only latterly ; 
and hence, in this case also, it does not escape from the position of being 
indirectly implied. 

And it is in the nature of the thing, that the unrelated Cows do not 
qualify; and hence the indication of the Relationship is a function of the 
Cows, and not that of the word ‘ gman,’ which can only serve to denote 
the qualified object in that position in which it would be capable of being 
qualified (by the cows); and as it is only as related that the object comes 
to be qualified, the Relationship also comes to be implied indirectly (as a 
necessary factor). 

Thus then, it is that which, being accompanied by the particular 
qualification (Cows), has attained the full position of the Qualified Object, 
—that would come to be denoted by the word ‘gōmän, as that ‘he is 
qualified by Cows.’ 

For these reasons, the Relationship cannot be taken as denoted by 
the word. 

Further, the relationship is not recognised to be denoted by the case- 
ending (genitive in ‘asydh,’ as shown above by the opponent); and we 
have no rules Idying down that it is to be spoken of in any other form. 
That is to say, the Relationship, that is expressed by the Genitive and 
the Locative case-endings, is self-sufficient, and one devoid of any Gender 
or Number, etc.; while that expressed by the ‘ matup’ affix is not so. Nor 
ig there any rule laying down the declaration that, that which is devoid 
of gender, etc., when expressed by the Genitive or the Locative, be- 
comes endowed with them when expressed by the ‘matup’ affix,—as 
there is in the case of an entity, expressed by a Verbal Derivative, which 
is said to acquire the character of a substance, 

Thus then, the only two alternatives that are possible are these: (1) 
That we should accept the word to denote a Relationship devoid of gender, 
etc., and (2) that the word should be taken as denoting the Object Related, 
as qualified by the implied relationship. 
~ And we have no hesitation in pronouncing in favour of the second 
alternative. Because the second member of the relationship related hav- 
ing been denoted as qualified by another member previously cognised, the 
Relationship comes to be cognised along with the related members; and 
hence it is not held to be denoted separately by itself. 

Then, it has been argued that—‘ the Qualified Object having been 
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established, there is no need of a subsequent cognition of the qualifying 
Relationship.” 

True, there is no need; but even without such need, it is SE 
all the same, as the necessary concomitant (of the Qualified Object) ; ; and 
what harm does it do if it is so cognised P 

Another argument that bas been urged is—‘' Inasmuch as the Rela. , 
tionship is denoted by the abstract affix, it must be accepted on the 
denotation of the ‘ matup’ affix.” 7 

To that we make the following reply: In the case of the word 
‘ gimattya,’ we are forced to admit the Relationship to be denoted by it, 
because there is no other quality inhering therein that could be denoted 
(but even though this might make the Relationship somehow denotable 
by the word ‘ gimattva,’ it could never be denoted by the word ‘ opman), 
Because in the case of the word ‘ gémattva,’ which is the Bhava (char- 
acter) of ‘géméin,’ that upon which the use of the word ‘ giman’ (in the 
word ‘gémativa’) is based, is what is meant by the Bhāva (character) of 
the gomin; and it is this Bhdva that is denoted by the abstract affixes 
‘tva,’ ‘tal’ and the like, 

Thus then, we find that the Qualification—Cows—that i is denoted by 
the basic noun ‘go’ is entirely different from the Person possessing the 
cows (géman); and hence the Cows are not denoted by the Abstract 
Affix. Then,as a matter of fact, the Abstract Affix denotes a quality inher- 
ing in the object; and in the word in question there is no other quality 
denoted, which could be spoken of as the ‘ Bhava,’ on the ground of the 
denotation of the word being present in it. Nor is the Person ever called 
its ‘ Bhfiva.’ Consequently, in accordance with the Satra III—i—18, the 
Abstract Affix rests itself upon the implied Relationship. And even though 
there is no reason for taking the Relationship as denoted, yet, inasmuch 
as there is sufficient reason to believe that, in the nature of things, the 
Relation actually subsists in the object denoted,—that reason too is con- 
sidered, for the nonce, enough to make it accepted as denoted by the 
Abstract Affix. 

Thus then, even this argument does not afford sufficient reason for 
assuming all etymological words to be denotative of Relationship. 

For these reasons, if must be admitted that, just as in the case of the 
_ word ‘ Dandi’ it is the member related that is denoted,—so also is it in 
_ tho case of all etymological words, like ‘ Pingakshi.’ Then as for the exis- 
tence of the Relationship in that member, it can be explained as shown 
above. Consequently we conclude that what is denoted by the Bahuvriht 
compound is a Substance, and not its Quality. 

It has been argued above that—“ In the case ef the word ‘ ékahdyant,’ 
“the predominant element in the third object (denoted by the compound) 
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“being that (Relationship) which is expressed by the genitive ending, 
“the compound must be taken as denoting that Relationship.” 

To this we make the following reply :—Though that which is denoted 
by the Bahuvrihi is spoken of by ‘asydh’ (in ‘kam hayanam asyih’), yet 
the genitive (in ‘asydh’) is cognised as equal to the Nominative. 

If the third object-—-the member reluted—were really one expressed 
by a wa with the genitive ending, then,—just as in the case of the 
word. ‘ rūjäah purushah, the Raja, being mentioned by a word with the 
genitive, becomes the qualification of the Purusha, while the Purusha, 
mentioned with the Nominative ending, and thus being the predominant 
factor qualified by it, comes to be taken as denoted by the compound 
(‘ rajapurushag),’—so also, in the case of such Bahuvrihi compounds as 
‘citraguh, ‘tkahayant’ and the like, what would come to be denoted by 
them would be the ‘ Cows as qualified hy Devadatta, its possessor,’ and not 
‘the possessor Devadatta as qualified by the cows’ (which would be high- 
ly objectionable), Consequently the real bearing of the Bahuvrihi com- 
pound ‘ Citraguk’ must be expounded as ‘citranfim gavdm ayam?’ (the 
Person as related to the cows of variegated colour), Though, as a rule, 
people expound the compound differently (as ‘citrā gavd yasya),’ yet, in- 
asmuch as the final true signification of the compound is found to be in 
the form in which we have explained it, the ex pounding also should be done 
in that way. And thus then, the real meaning of the compound ‘ citra- 
guk’ comes to be that ‘ the man, Devadatta, is qualified by the cows as 
qualified by that Relationship.’ 

And just as in the case of the phrase ‘rajiuk purushah, the word 
being used with the genitive ending, it is the Relationship, that, being the 
predominant element, is found to be denoted ; and yet when the same phrase 
appears as the compound ‘ rfjapurushah,’ and the genitive ending has ac- 
cordingly disappeared,—inasmuch as the two words ‘ Rajya’ and ‘Purusha’ 
do not wholly renounce their own individual significations, and the extrane- 
ous factor of the Relationship is brought about by the cognition of the 
qualified object brought about by the proximity of the two words,—the 
compound does not denote the Relationship; so in the same manner, in the 
case of the Bahuvriht compound also, the Relationship does not form the 
predominant factor in its denotation ; all the more so as there is no geni- 
tive ending in this case; nor does the predominant factor consist in the 
two component words, either singly or conjointly ; and conséquently we 
aro led to the conclusion that it is the third object, a Substance, that forms 
the predominant factor in the denotation of all Bahuvriht compounds, 

And this third object, spoken of as related, is, in accordance with its 
capability, accepted to ba either (1) the Olass, or (2) the Substance, or (3) 
the Quality, or (4) the, Action. For instance, (1) we speak of a Class as 
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‘ citravyakts’ (consisting of various kinds of individuals); (2) of a Sub- 
stance as ‘ndndguna’ (having various qualities); (8) of a Quality as 
‘anékagraya’ (having many substrates); and (4) of an Action as ‘ anéka- 
graya’ (inhering in many substances), Yn all these cases the particular 
third object denoted by the Bahuvriht compound is ascertained by means 
of the signification of another word spoken of as coextensive with 
the compound (f. i. the word ‘atih’ in the clause ‘ citravyakedriyam 
jatih *). Gë 

Thus then in the case of the Bahuvriht compounds in question, inas- 
much as the qualification of ‘ékahdyant’ (one year old) cannot apply to 
the Class which is eternal, we admit it to denote the Individual Cow. 

Objection: “ It has been shown above (I—iii—30-35) that on account 
“of Hndlessness and Anomaly, the Individual can never be accepted as form- 
“ing the denotation of a word.” 

Reply : That does not affect our position ; because even though there 
may be an endless number of Individuals, we could very well take a 
single generic character, upon which we would base the connection of the 
word with every individual (having that character); and in this there 
would beno anomaly. That is to say, when the third object is found 
once to be marked by the Class itself, inasmuch as that generic character 
would be found to mark all Individuals (forming that Class), through that 
generic character once cognised, every one of these Individuals, as differing 
from one another in time, place, etc., could very well be denoted by the 
word ; and as the word would never be used with reference to any indivi- 
dual not marked by that generic character, there could be no anomaly. 
In a case, however, where the Individuals are marked by other Individuals, 
there too, the basic characteristic is the generic character of the Class. 
Aud, howsoever far we may proceed, so long as we keep on the proper 
track of the series of qualifications, we shall always find the final basic 
generic character to be identically the same (in the case of all individuals 
of the same Olass) ; and thus there would be nothing incongruous in con- 
necting the word with every one of these Individuals. Andin all such 
cases, it is the first and the last among the Individuals thus found to be 
pointed out by the word, that forms its real denotation; and as for the 
intermediate ones, inasmuch as their cognition is brought about by indirect 
Indication, they are not accepted as directly denoted by the word, 

Thus then, in the case in question, the classes ‘ Pitgatva’ and 
‘Akshitva’ (denoted by the two words forming the compound ‘ Pingakshi ’) 
indicate their respective Individuals—viz., the particular quality, and the 
portion of the eye; and these two again indicate the Substance having such 
an eye; and this Substance (being the final thing pointed out) becomes the 
denotation of the compound (‘ Pingakshi "1. 
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Then there arises the question as to whether this denotation of the 
Substance is direct or indirect (being only indicated). 

As to this question there is a difference of opinion. Some pcople 
(the grammarians) hold that, just asin the case of the Deific Nominal 
Affixes, the ‘matup’ affix, and the like, so in the present case also, the 
Substance is directly denoted by the compound—(1) because it is actually 
cognised as the predominant factor; (2) because there is co-extensive- 
ness; and (3) because of the grammatical rule‘ anékamanyapadarthah.’ 

While others (the Logicians) make the following declaration: “In the 
“case of the Deific Nominal Affixes (in the word ‘Aindra’ f.i.), we find 
“that the additional factor admitted into the word ‘ Indra’ does not serve 
“any other purpose; and hence we take that as denoting the other object 
“(the material dedicated to Indra); specially as in this case that object is 
“not capable of being indicated by the basic noun ‘ Indra,’ because of this 
“ giving rise to an anomaly, and also because, as a matter of fact, the 
“basic noun ‘ Indra’ does not siguify that other object. In the case of 
“the Bahurrīhi compound, however, we find (1) that the two words 
“retain their own original significations ; (2) that there is no additional 
“factor admitted into the words; and (3) that the necessary idea of the 
“ Substance is afforded by the classes ‘ Pingatva’ and ‘ Akshitva’ (by Indi- 
“cation based upon the necessary concomitance of these with tho 
“ Substance) ; and hence we cannot very reasonably admit the fact of 
“ Che Substance béing directly denoted by the compound,” 

But what has been said here cannot be accepted as applying to all 
the compounds. For instance, it might apply to the Kamadharaya com- 
pound, where there is every possibility of Indication (because the classes 
‘nilatva’ and ‘kamalatva’ inhere in the same object, which can very 
well be indicated by the compound made up of the two words ‘nila’ and 
t kamala’). On the other hand, in the case of such Bahuvrīhi compounds, 
as ‘citrāguh’ and the like, inasmuch as the two component words ‘ citra’ 
and ‘gd’ by themselves, denote something wholly different from that 
which is meant to be expressed by the compound, they cannot, either 
directly (by Direct Assertion) or indirectly (by Indirect Indication), be 
taken as co-extensive with Devadatta, etc.,—the owner of the cows (that is 
meant to be expressed by the compound); and then, inasmuch as the com- 
pound ‘ citraguh’ by itself brings about the cognition of something different 
from those denoted by the words ‘ citrā’ and ‘ gé,’ even before we add such 
words as ‘ Dévadattah’ and the like,—we can not very well assume that 
third object to be denoted by te sentence ‘ cdétragur-dévadattuh. Nor are 
the two objects, cognised,at the time of the compounding of the two words, 
in any way connected with the object Devadatta ; and as such Devadulla 
could not be denoted by the said sentence. 

123 
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For these reasons it must be admitted that, on account of direct cog- 
nition, and also on account of the grammatical rules bearing on the point, 
it is this third object that forms the denotation of the Buhuvrihi com- 
pound. In this way also would the predominant character of this object be 
compatible (which would be hard to be reconciled with the fact of its being 
indirectly indicated), 

Thus then, in the case of such Bahuvrihis, the compound havitig been 
found to be directly denotative of the third object,—even if in the case of 
certain compounds, we find indirect Indication possible, there also, inas- 
much as the previously-established denotative potency of the compound 
would not have disappeared, we could very well take thë third object 
to be directly denoted (and not indicated), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the words ‘ Piagakshi’ 
and ‘ Ekahfyani’ denote a Substance. 

Then as for the argument that “the word ‘ Bkhayani,’ denoting a 
certain age, could not apply to the Class, ete., etc.,”-—it does not hold water ; 
because the age is indirectly indicated, and not denoted, by the word. It 
is only such words as ‘young,’ ‘old’ and the like that denote age; as for 
words like ‘ Ekahdyani,’ they simply denote Substances connected with certain 
periods of time; and as such they are employed to indicate particular ages. 
Because as a matter of fact, the declaration ‘ékam hadyanam yasyah’ (‘that 
Wen has one year of existence’) pertains to the Substance, and not to the 

; because the one year of existence belongs to one who has been born 
a een ago, and not to the age. 

Thus then both the words ‘ Pingakshi’ and‘ Hkahayani’ denoting a 
Substance having the qualities expressed by parts of the same words,—it 
ig quite natural that there should arise, in connection with the sentence in 
which they occur, the following question: ‘ Does the Redness (mentioned 
by the word ‘arunaya’) appear as the qualification of all the Substances 
that are mentioned in the Context as those with which the Soma should 
be purchased,—or, it pertains only to the one-year-old substance which is 
mentioned, as the price of the purchase, in the same sentence as Redness 
itself ? ’ 

Like the previous Adhikarana, it might be urged against the present 
one also, that, “ inasmuch as the Redness is actually found to be mentioned 
“in connection with only one such substance, there can be no question of 
“ its pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context.” 

Consequently we proceed to meet this objection: The sentence is so 
constituted that the quality of Redness coyld be connected either with the 

‘purchase’ or with the ‘one-year-old substance’; because it is mentioned 
in the same sentence as both of these. Then on account of its being 
mentioned with the Instrumental case-endiny, ‘the possibility of its 
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connection with the Substance is very remote, it would be connected with 
the ‘Purchase,’ on account of the greater authority of Direct Assertion 
(which justifies such connection). But the Quality of Redness, having 
no action of itself, and being altogether immaterial, could not be connected 
with the ‘ Purchase’ (as its means), Then again, if we were forced to 
gdmit its connection with the Substance (the one year old), then the word 
‘ēkahāļanyä’ would come to have two distinct forms, as with reference to 
the Purchase afd to the Redness, in accordance with the sūtra ‘ ékacabdyé 
pararthavat’; and as such we would have to admit of the presenge of 
tivo distinct case-endings in the word ‘ëkahāyanyā, which do not really 
exist (e, the sentence would have to be construed as ‘urunima ēka- 
hayanyth’ and ‘ëkuhäyanyā somam krīnāti’); because the connection 
(of the ékahayani) with the action (of purchase) can be expressed 
only by the Instrumental case-ending; while that with the quality (of 
Redness) depends upon the Genitive ending. And thus the Redness being 
found to be incapable of being connected with those mentioned in the 
same sentence with itself, it would come to beconnected with any sub- 
stance mentioned in the Context; and thus it could very well be taken as 
pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context (as the price of 
the Soma to be purchased). 

Objection: “ Then in that case, it would be practically settled, in 
“accordance with the reasons that you bring forward, that it pertains to 
“ail the substancés ; and as such there should be no question as to its 
“being connected with the Purchase.” 

In reply to this, we have the Bhishya—‘ An authoritative word can- 
not erpress what is absolutely impossible.’ That is to say, the fact of 
Redness being mentioned in the same sentence with ‘ ékahfyani’ gives rise 
to the clear idea of its being a qualification of this latter; while the pres- 
ence of the Instrumental ending in ‘ arunaya ’ distinctly points to its being 
a qualification of the action of Purchuse ; and thus the unimpeachable verbal 
authority of this Instrumental Ending, on the one hand, and the actual 
impossibility of the connection of the immaterial and inactive Quality of 
Redness with the Action of Purchase, on the other, leave it extremely 
doubtful as to which view is reasonably possible, and which is unreason- 
able and impossible. 

In speaking of the various phases of the question, the Bhdashya, firat 
of all, introduces the alternative of the connection of Redness with the 
action of Purchase, on account of its commanding earliest attention, in view 
of its being based upon direct Werbal Authority, and hence very little 
extra weight being put upon the Vedic Word. Then, op the strength of 
the mention of this connection of Redness with the Purchase, we should try 
our beet to find out a certain capacity in the former (whereby it could 


972 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH. WI-—PADA I—~ADHI. (6). 


justify the said connection); and if we should find out some sort of this 
capacity, we should certainly accept the connection of the Redness with 
' the Purchase. If, however, we should absolutely fail to perceive any such 
capacity, then we would even accept the anomaly of ‘ Vakyabheda’ and 
take the edness as qualifying the whole Context. 

(1) The ‘ Vakyabhéda’ here spoken of is not the ordinary syntactical 
split marked by the repetition of the Affix, etc.; but what it means is 
‘ Disjunction’; the sense of the Bhashya being that we wovld even accept 
the Disjunction of the sentence speaking of the Purchase. (2) Or, the 
word ‘ bhéda’ in ‘ Vakyabhéda’ may be explained as formed with the 
Passive ghan affix, thus signifying that which is disjoined ; and in this 
case the word ‘arunai’ would be such a ‘ bhéda’ of the sentence in which 
it occurs (Ze, it would be disjoined from the sentence speaking of Pur- 
chase). (3) Or again, the affix in ‘bléda’ may be taken in the Active 
sense, the meaning being that the word ‘aruné’ taken apart would dis- 
join the sentence; and we would even accept this, in connecting Redness 
with the whole Context. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be this: So long as the 
Direct Assertion (of the Instrumental ending in ‘arunay@’) and the 
syntactical connection (of ‘arunay&’ and ‘pingdkshya ékuh@yanyt’) are 
operative, the Redness cannot be taken as qualifying the whole Context 
(and in this case it would be connected with the one-year-old substance 
only); but if these two (Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection) 
have their power annulled by their incompatibility with the nature of 
things, and become inoperative, then, in that case, the connection of 
Redness would be ascertained by the Context only (and hence the Redness 
would be taken as pertaining to all the various substances mentioned in 
the Context as the price of the Soma to be purchased), 


And on this question, we have the following 


e 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ That which is laid down would appertain to all, because there Ze no 
“ diference in their relationship, und because of the non-difference of the 
“context. (Sūtra 8). That is to say, inasmuch as Direct Assertion and 
“syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
“ but take our stand upon the indications of the Context. 

“ Question : ‘How could the Context take cognisance of a Quality 
" (Redness), which is not of the nature of an Action ?’ 

“ Answer: What we mean is, not thatethe Context takes cognisance 
“of the Redness, but that in the word ‘arunayā: that which is denoted 
“ by the basic noun ‘ arund’ is predicated with reference to the Iustruments 
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“ denoted by the Instrumental ending, —such as the Soma and the rest, 
“which are aids to the bringing about of the Apirva of the Jyotishtoma 
“ sacrifice dealt with in the Context,—and the basic noun ‘arunā.’ Thus 
“then the word ‘ arunaydé’ comes to be taken as a sentence, the meaning 
“ afforded by it being that that Individual, which has been laid down ag ` 
“ helping in the bringing about of the Apiirva, is to be employed in bring- 
“ing about that Apirva, only as qualified by ‘ Redness.’ 

Consequently, it follows that all the Instruments employed—even 
“the vessels, etc.—should be red; and if they do not happen to be so of 
‘themselves, they should be painted red. And as for the sacrificer and the 
“ other agents concerned in the sacrifice, inasmuch as these are spoken of 
“ by other case-endings, the quality of Redness, even though cognised as 
“ pertaining to all, could not qualify these. 

“ Against the declaration that the word ‘aruna’ being denotative of 
“a quality, cannot be connected with tho verb ‘ purchase, —the following 
“argument is urged :— 

nr The word is not denotative of a quality, As a matter of fact, it is 
“only such words ‘ Ripa,’ ‘Rasa’ and the like that are denotative of 
“ s qualities only ; as it is the case with only these words, that whenever 
“ ‘they are meant to be connected with a substance, they are never used 
“< without the possessive affix matup. On the other hand, in the case 
"rof the words ‘arun’ and the like, we find that it is seldom that 
“they are used, by themselves without abstract affixes, with a view to 
“expressing qualities; where too such use depends upon the proximity 
“of words with the genitive ending,—in such rare instances as pajasya 
çuklah; as a rule, however, these words are always used as expressive 
“of substances with certain qualities as their subordinate elements; and 
“ “itis for this reason that,even without the possessive affix matup, they are 
used as co-extensive with substantives ; e.g., cuklah patah, aruno ghatah, 
ete. 

“*Tt might be urged that in these cases we have an elimination of the 
“© Possessive Affix, as laid down in the Vārtika on Panini, Sutra 
“ı I—iv—19, (and hence the co-ordination of these words also with substan- 
‘* tives is not wholly independent of the Possessive Affix). 

“* But it is not so; because the expressed meaning of words is never 
"` denoted by means of eliminations; consequently we must admit that 
“‘ the word gukla, by itself, is capable of expressing both (the property of 
“ < whiteness and the white object. For instance, in the case of words with 
‘the kvip affix (where the presence of the affix is not perceptible), as 
“‘also in such words as adiund and the like (where the affix alone is 
“* perceptible, the basio'word having been eliminated ),—we find that even 
“ ‘though the basic word by itself (in the former case), or the affix by 
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“ ‘itself (in the latter), is quite capable of expressing both the meanings, — 
“vet what the grammatical rule means by speaking of the eliminations 
“ «is that such double potency is present in the word; in the same man- 
“í ner, in the case of the word arund also, the basic noun itself is capable 
“of expressing both; and this is all that is meant by the mention of 
“* elimination in the Vdrtika quoted above. 

vr Nor can it be urged that the word would signify the substatice by 
vr means of indirect Indication, (1) Because the substanve is actually 
“c copnised as the direct denotation of the word ; (2) and also because there 
"rare no explanatory rules, in Grammar, pertaining to Iudirect Indica- 
“ ‘tions ; (3) and if there were such an indirect Indication in the case of the 
“word arsa, such an indication would be possible in the cade of the word 
“rapa also; and hence this latter word could be used in connection with 
“ta substantive, even without the affix matup; and (4) just as we have 
“ ‘the expression candanasya gandhak, we could also have gōh arunak; (5) 
“when we pronounce the word gandhatva, we give up all idea of the 
Hr sandal-wood, etc., having the gandha, and connect the word with the 
“Sparticular gandhas (odours),—so also would be the case with the word 
“< arusatva, (ie, if the case of gandhatva were analogous with arunatva, 
“(then in the expression gok arunatvam, we could connect the arupatva 
“< with the Cow); (6) just as the word rūpa, so the word aruna also 
“could not be used as co-extensive with any thing. 

“Some people hold the co-ordination of the werd aruna with 
“ ‘substantives to be based upon Indication; but such co-ordination 
“would be possible in the case of the word rūpa, as also in that of 
“*the word arunatva ; because these words also do not express anything 
“more (than mere properties). 

“< This also sets aside the possibility of the elimination of the matup 
“' affix in the case of the word arunatva. 

“< Then again, no properties are ever connected with Gender, Num- 
“< ber, etc.; hence also, inasmuch as we find the words guklak, arund, etc. 
VT connected with particular Genders and Numbers, we must admit 
“t them to be denotative of substances. Nor can it be urged that we have 
“ ‘the rule that the Genders and Numbers of gunavacanas or adjectives are 
“‘ based upon their substantive substrates ; becauseif it were so, then we could 
“c have Genders and Numbers even in such words as rūpa, guklatva and the 
“‘Jike,and also because the word gunavacana in the said rule does not mean 
“< the words that merely express properties, but those that having expressed o 
“* property, denote a substance ; for if it were not so, the word vacana would 
“ ‘be wholly superfluous ; because the form of the word is nothing other 
‘than its vacana (utterance) ; arid as such the former sense could be got 
“*at by means of the word guna alone; hence it is the addition of the 
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“ word vacana that serves to preclude sugh words as rūpa and the 
“ «like, 

“<: The Vartika, laying down the elimination of the matup in guna- 
“í vacanas, 18 also meng ble to the same explanation (as there also we have 
“ihe expression gunavacana). 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the word arun denotes a sub- 
“state; and hence inasmuch as it can very well be spoken of as an 
“* agent, it cah be construed along with the sentence in which it occurs; 
“*(and thus having its denotation based upon Syntactical Connection, it 
“ ‘leaves no room for the operation of the Context as held by the Pūrva- 
“‘pakshi); and as such the word cannot be taken as qualifying every- 
“‘ thing mentioned in the Context.’ 


“ The reply to the above argument is that ct ce not very satisfactory ; 
“that is to say, it is not compatible with the conclusion arrived at under 
“the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—80-35). 

“Then again, it is only when a certain meaning is never found to 
“abandon a word, either by agreement or difference, that that meaning is 
“ acknowledged as the directly expressed denotation of that word ; and in 
" the case in question we find that the word ‘ aruna@’ never abandons the 
“ uroperty (of Redness). And in such cases, the Property, connected in- 
“separably with a substance, having been previously denoted, as forming 
‘the qualification, the substance would be implied by the mere relation- 
“ship of that qualification; and hence this substance could never be 
“accepted as forming the expressed denotation of the word; as we have 
“already shown above (under the Akriyadhikarana). 

“Then again, on account of the irregularity of usage, a substance can- 
“not be accepted as the direct denotation of the word ‘arund’; because 
“the word is found to be used with reference to other substances with the 
“ property of Redness, and to be not used with reference to the former 
‘substance, when it happens to be devoid of that property. 

“It might be argued that, inasmuch as at the time of the appearance 
“of another property, the substance also becomes changed, the said 
“irregularity loses its force. 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no such absolute rule as that the 
“substance becomes changed; because, as a matter of fact, it is found 
“ that even while the substuncg remains the same, various properties are 
“ found to appear and disappear. 

“ There are two theories on the point of the appearance of new pro- 
“ perties in a substance :—The first is that of the Puitharas, who hold that 
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“the black pot itself becoming. cooked in the fire, takes the red colour ; 
“and in accordance with this theory, the substance remains the same. 
“ Another theory is that of the Pailukas, who hold that the cooking is in 
“the atoms composing the pot; and in this theory also, the said irregu- 
“larity would pertain to these atoms. In the way that we have explained 
“(in Çlokāvartikā) the nature of the substance, it cannot but be admitted 
“that what undergoes the change is the Property, and not the substance 
“itself, In a case where a particular substance, the jar, is reddened by 
“the colour of another substance, the Red-chalk,—the former 1s spoken 
“of as ‘red’ though the property (of Redness) inheres in the sub- 
“stance (the chalk) connected with it; and in this case, inasmuch as n 
“ single substance would come to be spoken of by many such words as 
“t Blue, ‘Yellow’ and the like (if all these were to be denotative of snb- 
“ stances),—this would be a distinct irregularity. And certainly, this ir- 
“ regularity would be very much more patent than that relating to the Class ; 
“and this would be highly unsatisfactory. 

“Then as for the elimination of the matup affix, laid down in the 
“Vartika, it only serves the purpose of offering an explanation of an 
“ Indication established by eternal usage. : 

“ It has been argued above that the substance is found to form the 
“ principal denotation, and as such we could not admit of its Indication. 
“To this we make the following reply :~—The objection could be brought 
“forward against one who should declare the substante to be the sub- 
“ ordinate element in the denotation of the word ‘arund’; and it cannot 
“ be effective against the theory that makes the Indication very closely 
approximate to the object denoted by the word. That is to say, in the 
‘case of the sentence ‘agnirminavakah’ we find the Agni (Fire) and tho- 
“u Manavaka (Boy) to be wholly different from one another ; and hence we 
“ explain the expression as being based upon a certain singularity in their 
“ characters ; and hence in this case, owing to the peculiar character of 
“the idea brought about, the word ‘agnik’ is not accepted as being 
“directly denotative of the object (Boy) that it qualifies. In the case, 
“ however, of those words, which, while expressing the Class or the Property, 
“indicate the Substance,—we find that there is not, a very great gap 
“ between that which is denoted and that which is indicated; and it is not 
“very easy to distinguish them; and this non-distinction (idea of identity ) 
“can be removed only by very learned people, on the ground of invariable 
‘‘concomitance and difference; and hence ordinary people (not being 
“able to effect the said distinction) come to. think of the substance as 
“ being directly denoted by the word. But it does not follow from this 
“that when the learned would speak of the non-denotability of the Sub- 
" stunce by the said word, thcy could be charged with transgressing 
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“popular usage. Because the ordinary man of the world does not take 
“the trouble of making nice distinctions between Denotations and Indi- 
“ cations ; and hence on this question he would be wholly indifferent ; and 
“ ag such, he could not take exception to the distinction that the learned 
“would make, for the purposes of ascertaining the generic and specific 
“character of things. And thus there would be no transgression in the 
* matter. 

“Then, as for the questions—‘ Why cannot you admit of the elimi- 
“nation of the matup, as based upon Indication, in the case of the word 
“ ‘Rapa also ?’ and—‘How can the explanatory rule pertain to Indication ? ’ 
‘we offer the following explanation :— 

“ There are three sorts of Indications: (1) one that is well established 
“by eternal usage, just as well as Direct Deuotation ; (2) one that is created 
“at the time; (3) and there is one class that cannot be admitted on account 
“of their incapability. 

“That is to say, (1) there are certain words in which the Indicative 
“potency is as eternally established as the Denotative, —e.g., the words 
“‘cukla,’ ‘aruna’ and the like. (2) There are some which are used now- 
“adays, in the indirect indicative sense,— e.g, the word ‘Rathanganaman ’ 
“as applied to the Cakravaka bird (the Rathinga—part of a chariot— 
“being the wheel which, as expressed by the word ‘ Cakra, forms a por- 
“tion of the namg ‘ Oakravika’). (3) While there are certain words which 
“are wholly incapable of having any indicative potency; such are the 
“words " käng," ‘Rasa, etc. 

“Then to the question—‘'The relationship of the substance with 
“ Ripa being exactly of the same kind as that with Gukla, how is it that 
“there is no Indication in the case of the former ? °—-the reply is, ct Ce just as 
“in the case of denotation. Thatis to say, according to you also, though both 
“the words Ripa and Cukla are equally expressive of properties, yet it 
“is only the latter, and not the former, that is expressive of a substance 
“with a property as its subordinate element; and in the same manner, 
“we admit of Indication in the case of Gukla, and not in that of Ripa. 
“Against this it might be urged that—the Denotative potency of a 

“word belongs to it naturally; which is not the case with Indication, 
‘which depends upon such agencies as that of the Relationship, etc. 

“But it would be so in the case of words newly coined (like 
“*Dittha’ etc.) You, however, hold the word ‘ Cukla’ to apply to the sub- 
“tance, through a property inhpring in it; and as this is found to be pres- 

“ent in the case of the word ‘Ripa’ also, this latter would also become 

“applicable to the substance. Consequently it must be admitted that in 

“ Properties there are different kinds of potentialities, whereby only certain 

“words expressive of it pertain to ne substance bearing that property, 
123 ° 
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“ while othera pertain to the Property alone as the predominant factor, 
‘ And this would be the case with Indication also. 

“Thus then, just as words have diverse potentialities with regard to 
“ Denotation, so, in the same manner, should the meanings also be admit- 
“ted to have various potentialities appertainivg to the indicated meaning. 
‘Though the potentiality of denoting a visible object is to.be inferred from 
“ its effects, —and as such the necessity of admitting an impexceptible poten- 
“cy is equally present for both of us (a, the Denotative and the Indica- 
“tive Potencies being both equally imperceptible),—and the function of 
“the word having ceased with the denotation of the expressed meaning,— 
“vet, when this last expressed meaning is not found to be quite fully 
“ established, it leads to the assumption of a peculiar potency in this 
“ meaning, and not in the word, which points to the indicated meaning ; 
“ and this assumption is quite warranted by the exigencies of the circum- 
“stances. And on the mere ground of having to assume imperceptible 
“ potentialities, both theories are equal. 

“Thus then, there being no Indicative potency in the word ‘ Rapa,’ 
“it can never be applied to substances, without the matup affix. This 
“ view of the case is also supported by the sūtra ‘ Rasdidibhyacca’ (Panini 
“« V—ji—95), which reiterates the matup affix with reference to ‘ Ripa,’ 
nr Rasa,’ ete., simply with a view to preclude all other affixes in connection 
“with these. As a matter of fact also, we donot find that the substance is 
“never signified by the cognition of ‘ Ripa’ ete., for we actually find that 
“the ‘ Ripa’ points to the substance as its invariable concomitant, just as 
‘‘ the smoke points to the fire; all that we mean is that the word ‘ Ripa’ 
“ itself not pertaining to the substance, there is no Indication in this case. 

“ Between the Substance and the Property, whether it is the one or 
“the other that is cognized as the predominant element depends upon 
‘their nature ; and in the case of Ripa etc., we find that they are always 
“denoted as the predominant factors; and hence in such cases the sub- 
“ stance is signified merely as a qualifying subsidiary; whereas in the case 
“of the word ‘Cukla’ and the like, the substance is expressed as the qualt- 
“fied predominant factor. It is on account of this indicative signification 
“having continued from the very beginning of things that it is explained 
“by means of the explanatory grammatical rule laying down the elim- 
“ination of the matup affix. 

“That Indication, however, which has a more recent origin, and is 
“not so well established, cannot be expleined by means of special rules 
“laid down in the Cdstras; because even without such a rule, it is found 
“out through other factors connected with it. As for instance, in the 
“ case of the expression ‘Madhuro rasah snigdhah, etc. (sweet taste is soft, 
‘“etc.), Inasmuch as the softness, etc., are also properties, just like the 
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‘‘taste, they cannot qualify this latter; and as such they‘are taken as 
“ qualifying the substance characterized by taste, 

“Thug then, inasmuch as no exception can be rightly taken to 
“the potentialities (of words), the occasional presence and absence of 
“the elimination of the mutüp affix becomes quite explicable, 

7 The above also serves to explain the restrictions as to the presence or 
S absence of the Abstract Affix, and to that of Coextensiveness or Diversity. 
“ For instance, the words ‘ Çuklatva’ etc., signifying the property, as the pre- 
“ dominant factor, abstracted by means of the Abstract Affix, is always rela- 
“ted (to the substance) by a diversity of substrates. The only difference 
“(between ‘Cuklatua’ and ‘Çukla’) is that in the case of the former it 
“is the Property that is the qualified predominant factor, while in the 
“latter, the property qualifies a substance; and thus being subordinate to 
“ the substance, resides in the basic noun only ; and it is this property, as 
“subordinate to the substance, that comes to be subsequently abstracted by 
“means of the abstract affixes ‘tva’ etc, It is for this reason that the 
“word ‘Cukla’ has two forms (‘Quk/a’ and ‘ Cuklatva’) while Gan- 
“dha’ etc. have only one form. And there is yet another duality of 
“form in ‘Qukla’—viz., that at one time it denotes the Property, while 
“at another it would indicate the Substance possessed of that property ; 
“—in the former case, the word ‘ Qukla’ having for its subordinate factor 
“the substance mentioned by the word with the genitive ending; e.g., 
“* patasya çuklak', where from the very beginning the Property of white- 
“ness is spoken of as abstracted from the substance; and in the latter case, 
“the word ‘Cukla’ having for its subservient factor the substance expressed 
“by another word with the same case-ending as the word ‘ (ukla,’ 
“ eg., ‘Cuklah patah’, where the Cukla is mentioned as swallowed up by 
“the Substance. 

“ And thus the presence of the Gender and Number (in the word 
“‘arūnayā’) could be explained, as before, through the substratum of the 
“ redness. 

“Thug it is that Grammarians have held the Substance to be the 
“predominating element in all words expressive of Properties; as 
“according to them, all such words, having expressed the property, 
“apply to the substance possessing that property. Nor do the Gramma- 
“rians specify and enumerate the properties; as they base their use of the 
“names ‘Property’ and ‘Substance’ on the actually perceived relation- 
“ship of the container and the,contained. ‘Thus, as a matter of fact, it is 
“the word ‘CGukla’, and not the word ‘Ripa’, that signifies the sub- 

" servient substance ; and thus there can be no irregularity in the matter of 
“ Gender and Number, 


“It is with a view to this argument that the Bhishya has made the 
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“‘declaration—We find even such words as are expressive of properties to 

“ have the feminine gender —e.g., the words ‘Karuna Buddhih,’ and the like. 

“Though as a matter of fact these words are similar in character to the 

“word ‘gandha’, yet they have been cited only with a view to show that 

“such words take the feminine gender, The sense of this is that even 

“those words that express self-predominant Properties are found to take 
pees Genders and Numbers; what then can be said against | the pres- 
"enee of these in the case of such words as pre-eminently signify sub- 
* stances ? ’ 

“ For these reasons, the word ‘arunā’ must be taken as expressive of a 
“property; and as such it cannot be connected with the verb ‘to purchase.’ 

“ The position being thus summed up, the opponent comes forward 
“with the following objection :— Lf the word arunaya is not connected 

“with the verb to purchase, it could very well be connected with the 
E (one-year-old). As it is quite possible for a word expressing 
‘a property to be connected with a substance.’ 

“ The reply to this is that the connection of Redness with the verb is 
‘expressed by Direct Declaration, while that with the Substance is ex- 
“ pressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as such, this latter being weaker 
“is set aside in favour of the former. With a view to this, the Bhashya 
“says — What the objector hus suid is not possible; because the word ‘ ARUNA’ 
“ denotes a PROPERTY only, and not both property and substance ; and the word 
“< EKAHĀYANT’ also denotes the substance only; under the circumstances 
“ how could these two words be taken as related to each other, in the absence 
“of the Genitive ending that would signify such relationship ? The sense 
“of this is that there are two ways in which words are related to one 
“another: by way of coextensiveness, and by that of diversity of sub- 
“ strates ;—and in the case of the two words in question ‘arun’ and 
“*ékahayani,’ they could be related by coextensiveness, only if both of 
“them signified both Substance and Property, and words are related by 
“the diversity of substrates, only when the word expressive of the sub- 
“ stance is accompanied by the Genitive ending. Thus then, inasmuch as 
“the word ‘ arund@’ signifies the Property alone, and the word ‘ ëkahāyani ’ 
“the Substance alone, there can be no direct verbal coextensiveness between 
‘them; nor do we find any genitivo ending; consequently on account 
“ of the authoritative character of the Instrumental ending (in ‘ arunaya’), 
“we cannot admit of any relationship between the Property and the Sub- 
“stance (in the case in question). 

“ The opponent,—not comprehending the fact of the above assertion 
“being based upon the comparatively greater and less authoritative 
“ character of the various words concerned, and thinking that the rela- 
“tionship of the-Substance and the Property is denied on account of there 
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“being nothing to point to it, says:—(‘ Even though there is no genitive 
“ ending, yet the coewtensiveness (between arund and ékahdyant) is distinctly 
“ expressed by the fact of both words having the same case-ending (the Instru- 
“ mental)’ 

“ The reply to this is that what the opponent says is not possible, ote. 
“Thatis to say, our declaration is based upon the comparative strength of 
“ the means of cognition ; for instance, the basic word ‘ arun@’ is found, by 
“its natural capability, to be expressive of a property ; while its coexten- 
“siveness with ‘&ékahdyani’ is based. upon its progimity to another word ; 
“and certainly there is a deal of difference between the authoritative 
“strength of these two means of signification, 

rz Objection :— Though the suggestive power of the word points to the 
“ fact of the word arunayd expressing the Property of Redness only, yet we 
“have to admit, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the fact of its 
“indirectly indicating the substrate of that property also. (That is to 
“say, it being not possible for the Property to be related either to the 
“ Action or to its accessories, in order to save the word expressing it 
“from being wholly meaningless, we must take it as related to the word 
“ ékahd@yani, which also saves us from syntactical split) [ Bhashya—p. 217, 
“1, Get seq. Li, 

“In reply to this, it is pointed out that the relationship of arunā with 
“the Action is expressed by the Direct Signification of the Instrumental 
“ending (‘in arunaya’), while that with the Substance could at best be 
“got at by indirect Indication ; and as such this latter could not but give 
“way to the former, which is more authoritative. 

“ Against this again we have yet another objection, based upon the 
“inevitable character of the said Indirect Indication: ‘The Property not 
“ being capable of bearing a relationship with the Action, no significtince can 
“be attached to the case-ending in arunaya.’ 

_“ The reply to this is,—T'hat would make the Instrumental ending wholly 
“meaningless, That is to say, no amount of inevitable necessity can 
“make that cognised which is not expressed by the word. Nor can the 
“ Instrumental ending in ‘arunaya@’ be justified and explained, through 
“Indication, like the Accusative in ‘saktan’ (in the sentence ‘ saktin 
"` juhoti, where ‘ sakitin’ is taken as equivalent to ‘ saktubhih, on account 
"of the fact of the saktë not being something to be accomplished, and as 
“such incapable of taking the Accusative ending) ; because the Property 
“ (expressed by the basic word ‘rund "1 being incorporeal, it is not capable 

"of the character of any sort of agency denoted by the case-endings (Ge, 
“all case-endings are equally inapplicable to it). 

“Says the opponent—“ The word arunaya might be taken as laying 

x“ down the property signified be the basic word, with reference to the 
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“ agency obtained through its substrate which is endowed with a partiou- 
“lar Gender and Number. As there is a theory current among Gram- 
“ marians that even though the words expressing properties are devoid of 
“ the character of agents, yet, inasmuch as they serve to qualify such 
“agents, they take the various case-endings, the Accusative, ete,’ [ Bhashya 
“—p, 218, 1. 12 et seq. | , 

“ Reply :—There is not much in this argument. Though the word 
“t arunayā’ might, somehow or other, be capable of being related to the 
“ @kahdyani, yet inasmuch as the ékahiyani would be taken up by the 
“ Action (of ‘ Purchase,’), and it would not be possible for it to be related 
“to both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness),—as shown 
“under Sütra 1—iv—8,—its relationship with the Action, being more 
“authoritative, sets aside that with the Property ; because while we find 
“the case-ending (the Instrumental) expressive of its relationship with 
“the Action, we do not find the genitive case-ending that would signify 
“its relationship to the Property. In the case of the sentence ‘ nilamut- 
“ palam’ that has been cited by the opponent, there being no contradiction 
“of Direct Assertion, there is a cognition of the relationship pointed out 
“ be Syntactical Connection; and as such its case is not eet to that 
"of the sentence in question. 

“ As for the several alternatives with regard to coextensiveness, we 
“shall explain them in the last Adhikarana of the sixth Adhyaya, under 
‘ Sūtra VI—-viii— 35. In any case, however, the cooxtensiveness can only 
“be based upon Indication ; and as such it cannot but be very much less 
“ authoritative. 

“ Nor do words expressive of Properties take the case-endings, be- 
“ cause they qualify other agents; but because they are themselves agents. 
“ This 660 we shall explain under the Adhikurana V—i—11-16. 

“The opponent brings forward another argument, whereby he seeks 
“ to remove the contradiction of Direct Assertion: ‘It is true that when 
“there ts no mutual dependence, proximity is no ground of relationship sin 
“all cases however, tt is only after the word-meanings have been rejected 
“that the sentence-meaning becomes possible, etc., etc. That is to say, 
“when both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness) are 
“connected with ékakdyani at one and the same time, then alone is there a 
“contradiction ` when, however, the relationship of one of them is only 
“implied by the way, (while that with the other is directly asserted), 
“there can be no contradiction. The sepse of the latter sentence (in 
“all cases it is only after the word-meanings have been rejected, etc.) is 
“that the independence of word-meanings is ia. every way rejected ; and 
“hence there is no incongruity i in the assumption of many relationships 
“of the same word. That.is to say, the word arun@ must be connected 
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“ with some such substance as possesses the property (of Redness), Then 
“as for the word ékahdyani, the independence of this also has been set 
“asido by the fact of its being related to the Action of Purchase. And 
“then, if the word be connected with another word, that would entail no 
“ further contradiction of Direct Assertion,—in accordance with the maxim 
“that when once a woman has shown her face, there is no use cover- 
ing it again, (Hence when a word has been connected with one word, 
“there is no incongruity in its being connected with another word); and 
“hence the word ékaha@yan? can very well be connected with the word 
“arund also, which expresses a property.’ [Bhashya, p. 219, 1. 25 et 
ti seq. | 

“The reply to this is—It is not so, etc. (Bhashya, p. 220, 1, 16). 
“In this reply, the Bhashya admits, for the sake of argument, the rela- 
“tionship of the Property with the Substance ; and then points out that, 
‘even then, there is a contradiction; inasmuch as it involves the rejec- 
“tion of the relationship of the Property with the Substance employed in 
“the sacrifice; and the simultaneous attributing, to the verb ‘krinati,’ of 
“ the contradictory characters of the Injunction and the Descriptive Refer- 
“ence. Ina case where all words tend to qualify the verb, there is no 
“trouble involved in the Injunction of the qualified Action ; but in a case 
“where what is enjoined is the Action, and also a little of the Substance, 
“if we admit a, syntactical split in the shape of a repetition of the 
“verbal (Injunctive) affix,—we have an absence of all restriction, 

“That is to say, a qualification is always such as is already well known 
“ (and does not require an Injunction) ; consequently while the‘ Purchase’ 
“is still in the state of being enjoined, it cannot be said to be well known, 
“and as such it would be connected with every one-year-old thing that may 
“be found to be mentioned in the context (and not only with that with 
“which the Soma is purchased), And whichsoover these other one-year-old 
“ones may be, in the context treating of the Jyoltshtoma, to each of them 
“would the Property (of Redness) be related, by means of syntactical con- 
‘nection. If, however, we do not find any other one-year-old thing men- 
“tioned in the context, then what else could we do than admit such a thing 
“to form part of the sacrificial gift, or to be in the shape of the cow that, 
“is kept tethered in the sacrificial house? Orit may be that inasmuch 
“as the word ‘ëkahāyanyā’ does not form the predicate of the sentence, 
“and as such no significance attaches to the particular gender and number, 
“the word may be taken as pointing to any thing that may be a year old 
“ (male or female), and as such would refor to the animals of the savaniya 

“and the Agnishoma; and thus there would be no definito certainty as to 

“which one-year-old thing is meant to be qualified by ‘ arund.’ 

“This argument applies to all similar cases; e.g. in the. sentence 
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Ir Dacamushtir mimtté’, the number ‘ten’ would belong, not only to the 
“ bundles of soma, but to all other Nirvdpas in connection therewith. 

“The opponent, seizing the opportunity afforded by the aforesaid 
“ admission of the diverse character of ‘ Ekahdyani `, comes forward with 
“the following argument: ‘Even though the Purchase may be enjoined as 
‘something quite new, yet being present in the mind, it would also, by the 
“ way, specify the particular Ekahdyani that would be qualified by “ arund.” 

“Tho reply to this is that 7 ts not so; because whenever the 
“meaning of a word becomes qualified, the direct denotation of that 
“word suffers by each qualification; and hence, because it has been 
“qualified by one, there is no reason why it should be qualified by others 
“also, in ill-advised accordance with the maxim that one who has been 
“seen once need not cover herself again. Nor would the word ‘aruni’ 
“become useless (without such qualification); because it has its use else- 
“ where in the context. Nor can it be urged that the Property would not be 
“related with the context, just as it has been shown to he not related 
“with Bkahdyani. Because if the Property be laid down with reference 
“to a Substance mentioned in another sentence, there is no undue diver- 
“sity in the character of anything. In accordance with your theory 
“also, if the Purchase be enjoined with reference to the Soma itself, and 
“be referred toas qualifying the Substance, then there comes to be a diver- 
“sity in its character. In the same manner, it is on adzount of the same 
“diversity that the Hkakdyani cannot be taken as related both to the 
“ Purchase and to the Property of Redness, 

“On a former occasion we have admitted this dual relationship, 
“ simply for the sake of argument; and on the present occasion we refute 
“that idea, with a view to remove all chance of a false hope rising in 
“ the heart of the opponent. 

“The real fact is that the word ‘arunay&’ lays down the Redness 

‘signified by the basic word, with reference to the means of purchase, 
“referred to by the Instrumental case-ending. 

“There 1s a party of Piirvapakshis, who hold that no significance 
“attaches to the Instrumental ending in the word, which, therefore, 
“denotes the Property alone,—this Property, being connected with the 
“context, and being taken up by the Recapitulatory Injunctive sentence, 
“and thereby pertaining to Substances, it must be taken as belonging to 
Be the Substances mentioned in the Context ; in accordance with the 

"7 Satra TWI—i—18. | 

“But this is not right; because the Property, not forming a part of 
‘the Procedure of the sacrifice, cannot be taken up by the context; and 
“as for the law laid down in the sétra referred to, it points to the relation- 
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“ship of the Property with that kahāyani which is accessory to the Pur- 
vehase; and as such there would be no ground for the Pitrvupuksha. 

“Consequently it is iù accordance with the reasonings we have 
“explained above that the Property of Redness should be taken as belong- 
“ing to all the Substances mentioned in the Context.” 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above, we make the following reply: In a case where the 
Substance and the Property are directly fonud to serve one and the 
same purpose, they must be taken as specifying cach other, just as in the 
ease of the vessel, ete. 

The expression ‘arthaikatvé’ in the sūtra refers to a particular work 
done by them; and the expression ackukurmyat brings forward the same 
fact as an argument. Or the expression ‘arthatkatré’ may be taken as 
meaning that. when il is possible for the two to be taken along with each other, 
then, the Injunetion of the one Bhācanā, qualified by all the qualifications, 
has its purpose fully served only by having pointed fo that qualified 
Bhavana; and thns there comes to bea due adjustment of all the various 
factors of the sentence among themselves. Just as in the case of the sen- 
tence ` Dévacdattah kashthaih stha/yam odanum pacati, all the factors are at 
onee recognised ag pertaining to the single action of cooking ; so would it 
also he in the case in question (where all the factors would pertain to 
the single action of Purchase). 

Then as for the Substance alone, or the Property alone, as none of 
them could be performed by itself, it is not enjoined. And as for the 
relationship of these with any action other than Purchase, it could not be 
pointed out by the Injunctive affix appeaviug along with the verb ‘to 
purchase. And lastly, as for the relationship with the Substance, 
the Injunctive is ever incapable of establishing any such relationship. 
And we shall show in the next Adhzkarana that the operation of the 
Injunction does not extend beyond the Bhdeand and its qualitications. 

Then the presence of the Instrumental ending (in ‘ arunayfi’? and 
‘thahfiyanya ’) distinctly shows that the Property of Redness and the Ẹkahà- 
yani, while independent of cach other, stand in need of the action accom- 
plished by means of them ; and as such they both come to he related, by Syn- 
tactical Connection, to the particular action of Purchase. And the reasons 
for this are the following: (1) A‘kdaraka’ (Agent) is that which does some- 
thing ; and that which is done can be no other than a deed ov Action, and hence . 
no kdrake or agent can have any relationship with a Substance ; (2) all 
kārakas equally are fully established entities, and as such they do not 

‘stand in need of one another; and as for Properties, inasmuch as they are 


124 


986 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADIL WI—PADA I—ADNI. (6). 


all equally subservient to others, there can be no mutual dependence 
among themselves; (3) the Injunction in question too does not operate 
towards the pointing out of a mutual relationship among the karakas ; 
and inasmuch as we are guided wholly by the Injunction, we accept the 
relationship with the action. The Action too is never accomplished 
without the help of certain karakas; and hence also there is a mutual rela- 
tionship between the action and the kdraka, on the ground of the former 
being accomplished by means of the latter, which is a well established 
entity. And just as the Substance is wanted as holping in the accomplish- 
ment of Actions, so also is the Property of that Substance required; and 
hence the Property of Redness too cannot be related to anything clse 
except the Action. That is to say, just as, on account of the impossibili- 
ty of the action of Purchase being performed without a Substance, the 
action tnkes up the ékakityani as that Substance,—so, in the same man- 
ner, inasmuch as so long as the Substance has not been specified by a 
particular property, it cannot accomplish the Action, the Property is also 
sought after as a necessary element; and consequently the Property 
must also be taken as an accessory of the Action. 

Objection :— When the Substance has been iaken up daring the per- 
“ formance of an Action, the Property also comes to be taken up, as the 
“necessary concomitant of that Substance; and thus no special effort 
“being required for the taking up of the Property, this latter cannot be 
“ said to be sought after in the same way as the Substance is done, That 
“is to say, without taking up a Substance, there can be no performance 
“of an Action ; and when the Substance has been taken up, the Property 
“naturally follows in its wake.’ 

Reply: In that case, when the Action has been performed, there 
would be no further need of the Substance (which would follow naturally 
in the wake of that Action), Then again, ifit be held that the Substance is 
sought after previous to the performance, then the same may be said with 
regard to the Property also, which is sought after previously to the em- 
ployment of the Substance. __ 

That is to say, yon have argued that in the taking up of the 
Substance, the Property becomes taken up by itself, and as such it does 
not require a distinct effort. But when we have taken up an Action, that 
involves the taking up of some sort of a Substance, and hence the 
Substance also would require no distinct effort. If it be urged that before 
the action is taken up for performance, thew is a seeking after the particu- 
lar Substance to be employed at it,—then we could also urge that before 
the Substance is taken up, there is always a desire to know what sort of 
Substance— with what qualifications—is to be employed. 

The only difference in the two cases is that the Substance continues 
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to operate even after the form of the Action has been fully recognised ; 
whereas, when the form of the Substance has once been duly cognised, the 
Property has no operation apart from that Substance ; because its function 
has been fully served by the pointing out of the form of the Substance ! 
but certainly that which operates towards the pointing out of the Substance 
cannot be said to be wholly inoperative; because there are various kinds 
of operation. As a matter of fact also, we find a distinct operation of the 
Property at the time that it specifies the Substance. For instance, when 
the Action has come to be known as to be accomplished by means of a 
Substance, there is always a desiro to know the property or character of the 
Substance that is to be employed in it. 


Thus then, in such a case, if the Veda itself points out a particular 
Substance, that Substance is accepted as the one to be employed ; but 
if no such is directly pointed out by the Veda, then any Substance 
that happens to be implied by the text, and to be supported by other 
authorities, would come to be accepted; and hence, in the case in 
question, the directly enjoined * Redness’ would come to be an accessory 
of the action (of Purchase). 

And in all cases, when a certain fact has been directly laid down by 
the text, all doubt and ignorance with regard to it are held to have been 
removed, in accordance with the Sūtra I-—iv—30. Consequently, in the 
case in question, when it is distinctly enjoined that the Action of Purchase 
is to be accomplished by means of Redness, there being no words supplied 
from without, and there being a standing rule that a thing can help 
only in a way that lies within its power, it is concluded that the action 
is to be accomplished by means of Redness, as churacterising the Substence 
to be employed at the performance of thut Action. Because it is always 
found to be the case that Properties have the function of character- 
ising Substances; as otherwise they would be wholly inoporative ; and 
because their Injunction also is justifiable only im this way. That is 
to say, the Injunctive pertaining to the Purchase does not, in any way, 
renounce the Redness presented to it by means of the Instrumental 
ending (in ‘arunay@’); and the Redness also does not become the 
accessory of the Purchase by any other way save that of specifying the 
Substance with which the Purchase is to be effected. Nor is it necessary 
that the aids imparted by all accessories should be of one and the 
same form. Nor again is thee Action, in all cases, held to be in the 
form of motion alone, inhering in the Substance; nor do all accessories 
directly aid the Princi pal Action itself; because tho relationship of these 

, depends upon various intermediate operations. And of such factors as 
* Redness and the like, the only operation that they are found capable of is 


985 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. IU—PÄDA I~—abitl, (6). 


tho specifying of the Substance; and though nominatives to this operation 
of specification, they become Instrumental to the other operations (hence 
the Instrumental ending). SS 
Thus then it is from the word ‘arunayā’ itself that it is concluded 
that the Purchase in question is to be accomplished by means of the 
Property of Redness as specifying a certain Substance. 

In the same manner the one-year-old animal also stands in need of*a 
property that would specify it; as without such specification it could not 
be employed in the action. Consequeutly, we find that the Property 
begins to look for a Substance to specify, which would also serve as its 
own substrate; and in the same manner the Substance also begins to look 
for a specifying property; and the relationship based upon such mutual 
requiremeuts is established very soon, And m the sentence in question, 
we find that it is not possible for any other Substance or Property to 
be sought after; hence evon without the genitive affix, we accept these 
two (Redness aud the one-year-old animal) to be related to each other, 
on the sole ground of mutual requirements ; just as two men, one of whom 
had his cart burnt, and auother had his horse dead, having joined together 
in making up a joint cart, proceeded on their way. Specially as there 
is no ground for rejecting what is found near at hand, we conclude that 
the two cannot but be related between themselves. 

Then again, the Parchase, which is admitted to be the principal 
action in question, has its substance and its property fully cognised ; 
and as such not standing in need of any property, not mentioned in the 
sentence itself, it directly serves to restrict the Property to the Substance 
(aud vice verse). That is to say, any unmentioned substance, that 
would be brought forward by the apparent inconsistency of the men- 
tioned Property, is, as a matter of fact, not found to be sought after by the 
Purchase, which has its necessary substance distinctly mentioned in the 
shape of the one-year-old animal; similarly any unmentioned Property, 
that would be brought forward by the one-year-old animal, is not wanted 
by the Purchase, which has its necessary property distinetly laid down 
in the shape of Redness. 

If the Purchase had its Substance and Property not definitely men- 
tioned, then, in that case, it could admit of extraueous factors. Tf, how- 
ever, the action of Purchase were forcibly connected with such Substances 
and Properties as it does not stand in need of, then it would not be per- 
formed in the way that it is enjoined ; as it is enjoined as qualified by 
the definite Substance of the one-year-old Muimal and the definite property 
of Reduess, Secondly, it would involve an unwarranted repetition of the 
Principal Action. And lastly, if the various substences, ete., were taken 
as optional alternatives, the particular Injunction vf the qualified action 


SPECIAL PROPERTIES ARE NOL MIXEU UP, dd 


would be contracted, And farther, because the Purchase is the principal 
action, therefore it precludes the implication of other extrancous sub- 
stances and Properties by the mentioned Substance and Property. Any 
guch irregularity would be rejected by the action, even if it were a sub-. 
ordinate action; just as even though the Pupil is subordinate to the 
Tutor, yet if it becomes necessary for the former to eat out of a vessel of 
the Katsyu metal, it behoves the latter also to vat of the same, when the 
Pupil has (as £ vrata) to eat of what is left by his Tutor, And it is all 
the more so, when the Action is the principal one. 

Nor, in the case in question, do we find anything incompatible or 
incongruous, in the absence of an assumption of something not mentioned 
in the sentence; because all that is necessary is supplied by the men- 
tioned Substance and Property as related to each other; and in this way 
also becomes established the fact of the two being coextensive. 

Nor is there auy contradiction of Direct Assertion, iu this ease,-—as 
will be shown by the Bhéshya later on, in the sentence—aa ca gratir 
vakyGrtho nëti Şe. , 

For instance, the relationship that we seek to establish is one 
that is required by the Purchase; and in this even the mach weaker 
Rnplications of words are found to be be quite compatible and not 
contradicted- to say nothing of the fully authoritative Direct Assertion, 
Phat is to say, when the Purchase takes up the Substance, it seeks 
after the Property that would specify that Substance; and when it takes 
the Property, it seeks for the Substance that would be the substrate of 
that Property. Thus thea, inasmuch as the two are found to he 
quite compatible with one another, through the action of Purchase, they 
become related to each other by the relationship of mutual subserviency. 

Some people hold that, inasmuch as the Property serves to specify 
the Substance, it is subservient to this latter. But to them we reply that 
the Substance also becomes subservient tothe Property, inasmuch as on ac- 
count of its imcapability of otherwise aidiug in the accomplishment of the 
Purchase, it becomes the substrate of that Property. Hence it must be ad- 
mitted that both of them are subservient to the Purchase; and that betwecu 
them there is always present a mutual help; consequently they must 
be regarded as subservient to each other. 

One who holds that the Property of Redness pertains to the whole 
context, should explain by what that Property is enjoined.’ He docs 
not admit the fact of its bearing any relationship to the Injunction of 
Purchase. Then as for the Reeapitulatory Injunctive sentence, that 
vould. not but neglect the Property, which, not being an action, could 

not be taken up by that sentence. The word ‘arunayā’ itself has uv 
‘Wujuuctive potency. ‘Though the character of the agent Karaka present 
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in the words (‘ajay@ Zell points to distinct substances, yet such 
words cannot serve as Injunctions. Then as for the: Injunctions of 
actions ‘krinafti’ îm ‘Sapfiya krinatt’ appearing in connection with 
these other substances, these also having become spent up (in the 
injunction of the three factors of the Bhavani) aro no longer capable of 
enjoining anything else, even though they are duly comprehended. Nor 
can they ever operate towards the properties of substances. And hence 
the property in question cannot in any way pertain to the whole 
context. 

The opponent, taking his stand upon the law that ‘ those that serve 
the same purpose are to be taken as optional alternatives’ (Sutra XII— 
111-10), aud not perceiving the difference in the intermediate purposes 
served, comes forward with the objection: “If they serve the same 
purpose why cannot they be taken as optional alternatives ?”’ 

The Siddhanti offers two replies to this: (1) This assertion of yours 
does not establish the fact of the Property pertaining to the whole 
context, which is the theory that is opposed to ours; nor does it serve 
to preclude the relationship of that Property with Purchase; and hence 
inasmuch you have shifted your ground, to the denial of facts not 
connected with the question in hand, you have tacitly accepted defeat 
on the main poiut at issue. (2) Another reply is that there is actually 
no possibility of their being optional alternatives; because they have 
distinel functions—that is to say, they differ in the intermediate operations, 

The opponent however takes this latter sentence to be an admission 
of a difference in the Principal Function served by them; und hence 
comes forward with the following: “(1) Fou have just declared thal 
“they serve only one function; and (2) then what you suy wow also 
“contradicts a previous declaration of yours, that the Property, being 
‘“rucorporeal, can huve no function. 

“Tt might be argned that this latter declaration has been made by 
“the Purvapukshi, and as such ‘it is not proper to taunt the Siddhānti 
“with its contradiction. 

“ But then the question to be dealt with is always expounded from 
“aw common standpoint,-—and it was in conrse of the expoundimg of the 
eo Men that the dueorporeality (and the consequent inoperativeness ) 

“of the Property was declared ; and the contradiction of this would certainly 
‘vitiate the Séddhd@nta also. Or, again, the Purvapakshi has urged 
“the fact of the said incorporeality as u reson; auda reason is always 
“one that is acceptable to both parties; couseqnently if it was not accept- 
“able to the Siddhdati he should have taken exception to it on that 
“oecusion; and as he did uot do this, he tacitly accepted it as truc; and 
‘ag auch, if, on the present oveasion, he coolly declares the fact of both 
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«(the Property and the Substance) serving the same purpose, and thereby 
“sneaks of the Property as operative, he certainly becomes open to the 
“charge of self-contvadiction.” 

Reply: There is no self-contradietion ` nor is there any possibility of the 
two being taken us optional alternatives; because there is a difference in 
their iptermediate operations, due to the difference in their capabilities. 
That is to say, ghe Substance aids the action directly, while the Property 
merely serves the purpose of specifying that Substanee. 

Krom the above, tho opponent jumps to the conelnsion that the 
Property is subservient to the Substance, in accordance with the law 
‘taditarat tadartham?’,—and hence nrges-~* Then the Property does not 
help in the accomplishment of the Action.” a 

The veply is that ¿b ¿s not so; that is to say. what wo mean is that 
the Substance is the channel through which the Property helps the 
Action. 

This then ‘the two anomalies—of *self-contradiction,’ and ‘optional 
alternatives ’—having been set aside, the opponent finds himself unable 
to perceive anything jn the nature of the one-year-old animal, whereby 
it could serve as the said channel ; and consequently having conelnded the 
said relationship to be pointed out by syntactical connection alone, brings 
forward the objection that in that case the one-year-old animal would 
have the double eharacter (of the Subject and the Predicate, as mod 
before). This objection is expressed in the sentence ‘evantarhi de, 

In reply to this, the Bhashya says-- na bhrūmō vayam &e,,—the 
sense of which is that ihe relationship of the Property to the one-year-old 
animal is due to the natural capacity of things. 

Then the opponent procceds to deny the Restricted Relationship ; 
“has too there would be a syntactical aplit; that is to say, even thongh 
“there may be a relationship with Purchase, yet as there would be a 
“distinct action with cach agent or kāraku, there would certainly be a 
“syntactical split due to this difference among the actions. Such a split 
“is met with both in Vedic sentences, and in those of ordinary parlance ; 
“for instance, (1) ‘yasya pitt pitamahuh somam ua pibél Sve.,’ and (2) 
“ Devadatta- Vajnadatta-Vishnumitra bhojyantim’; in the latter sentence 
“the feeding pertains to every one of the three persons, and in the 
“former the non-soma-drinking of the Father, and also that of the 
` Grandfather, are spoken of as a reason for the performance of the 
“Vratyapaguyaga; and this wSuld be possible only if each of them 
“(Father &e.) were taken separately ; and thus the relationship of each 
“of these with ‘na prbét,’ as also with the Vralyapacuydga, is taken 

_* distinctly ; and hence both of these are instances in point,” 
The reply to this is that this does not affect our main position; and 
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hence it is as irrelevant as the theory that the two are to be taken as 
optional alternatives. 

The opponent again urges: © It istrue that whut we have urged does not 
contaminate your position; but in this manner the Purchase could be effected 
“even by an one-year-old animal that is not red, as also by a red animal 
“ that ts nol one-year old,” 

The reply to this is that when the action of Purchase ‘s the principal 
factor, the sentence has its end in the aggregating of all the various 
qualifications mentioned in the sentence (i.e. all of them pertain to the 
same action of Purchase); just as in the case of the sentences ‘ Gargah 
cutam dandyantion, ‘abhishutya hutea bhakshayanté? (where, in the 
former sentence, the five of a hundred pieces of gold pertains to all the 
Gargas collectively; and in the latter the Mating is done after both the 
other actions have been performed). 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Fine serves to purify the person 
“fined, it must be repeated with reference to each person in the Garga com- 
“munity, Just as the feeding pertains to each of the persons mentioned,” 

Reply: This does not touch one position; becanse it is only in the 
ease of corporeal punishment that it pertains to each individual; whereas 
the punishment of a fine of gold-pieces applies to the whole community ; 
because the sentence in question lays down the fine as a source of income 
to the King, qualified by the number ` hundred,’ as received from the 
eyiminal, on account of a certain erime committed. 

That is io say, just as the sacrificial gift given to the Priests is in ex- 
change of the services rendered by them in the performance of the aert. 
fice; so is the fine a conditional income provided for the King, in exchange 
of the protection; and as distinct fines are laid down for distinct crimes. 
the number ‘hundred’ forming the Predicate of the sentence, we cam- 
not but attach due significance to the singular number in ‘ yatim’; and as 
for the crime committed by ‘ Gargah.’ whether it be committed by an indi- 
vidual Garga, or by the whole community, it becomes an oceasion of the 
income of a hundred pieces of gold to the King; and at that time the crimi- 
nals appearing in the position of the source from which the income pro- 
ceeds, the sentence comes to mean that the King shonld receive a hundred 
pieces of gold from the whole Garga community; and then if he were to 
receive a hundred from each individual, the crime having been fully ex- 
plated by the payment of a single hundred, the acceptance of the other 
hundreds would be an unwarranted forcible taking away of the belongings 
of Brahmanas: and the number also would far exceed the enjoined ‘one 
hundred.’ 

vonsequently the sentence must be taken as ending in the whole 
aggregate. 
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Though distinct veasons have been given, yet the opponent brings 
forward another doubt, aroused by the aforesaid instances: ‘There being 
Heo instances, how is it uscerlained that the Sentenee ends Zu the agyreyate, 
and not in each constituent part 6” 

Reply: The Purchase being the Principal action,—heeanse of its serv- 
ing the purpose of acquiring the some that would accomplish the sacritice ; 
and because of the fact of that which is established being mentioned 
for the sake of that which bas to be accomplished, —and the Substance and 
the Property, for opposite reasons, having the contrary (subordinate) 
eharacter.—the former (action) comes to be taken along both of these 
latter. 

Objection: “ For fear of having to assume that which is not meu- 
“tioned, we would have a restricted adjustment of even that Stbstance 
“and that Property which ave laid down in a separate sentence; and as 
“such, there is no special purpose served by taking them as forming the 
“game sentence.” 

Reply: When there is a syntactical split, there is no cognition of the 
Purehuse as qualified by both (Redness and the one-year old animal); and 
then if the Purchase comes to be related to each of them separately. 
the Property would take up any substance at vandom; and the Sab- 
stance also would take np any Property at random :-—specially as, at that 
time, thei proximity to euch other is not capable of precluding the im- 
plication by them. of other things. Nor, in that case, could the single 
action of Purchase take ap both the Substance and the Property; and 
then why could not the Purchase, qualified by the Property of Redness, 
not having any particular Sabstance specially defined, take np any and 
every Substance that would be brought forward by the said Property ? 
And similarly, why could not the Purchase, effected by the one-year-old 
animal, not take up auy and every property ? 

Even though the Property could only bring forward such other sub- 
stances as are spoken of in the context as those to be ntilized in the Pur- 
chase,—yet it would pertain to all the ten substances-—Clolh, &e.; and 
thas the vagueness and indefiniteness would remain there all the same, 
Consequently for the sake of a single specified Purchase, it is absolutely 
necessary to speak of all the three as syntactically connected in a single 
sentence. And hence it must be admitted that there is a restriction as to 
the application of the Property of Redness. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The washing should be done to all the vessels: uon-significatice of number.) 


Sūtra (13): It is qualified by singleness; because singleness is 
distinctly mentioned. 


The application of the various accessories has been, duly explained ; 
and now we proceed to consider the details of the employment of these 
accessories. 

{In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we have the sentence ‘Dugapatt- 
tréna graham sammarshti’); and there arises a question as to whether the 
washing 18 to be of only one vessel, or of all the vessels mentioned in the 
context, Just as in this sentence we have a question as to the signifi- 
cance of the singular number, so also in others, we havo it as to that of 
the Dual and the Plural; ag. ‘ Yasya purodaigau kshāyatah’ and ‘ Havin- 
shi abhigharayati.” In all these cases, an action is enjoined with refer- 
ence to a particular thing; and hence there naturally arises the question as 
to whether any significance is to be attached to the Number of the word 
signifying this thing or not, 

At the very outset, however, the following objection is raised: “The 
“discussion herein started is not qnite proper with regard to Vedic 
Panes Because, with the exception of the due comprehension of 

“meaning, there is no other ‘rivaksha’ (Intention of the speaker to exe 

“ press); and the Vedic sentences being eternal (independent of a speaker), 
“that which is found to be mentioned in them cannot but bo taken as 
“ significant (or meant to be expressive). 

“That is to say, the sentences that are composed by men, are de- 
“ pendent, for their meaning, upon the wish or the intention of the 
“speaker; and hence they are liable to mistake, capable of having been 
“ composed with a different import, and having its subject amenable to 
“other means of knowledge; and hence even though a certain meaning of 
“such sentences may be duly comprehended, yet it may be one that is not 
“intended by the speaker to be E zw ond hence in such cases such 
“meanings come to he rejected as ‘ not-intended '; and this is possible in 
“two ways: (1) The speaker himself might say ‘this is not what I mean, 
“by the sentence,’ or that ‘I made a mistake, what I meant was only this 
“en &e. (2) The subject spoken having been cognized by other means of 
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“knowledge, as being wholly different to what is described in the sentence, 
‘the persons hearing the sentence conclude, independently of the speaker, 
“that what is meant is something different, or that a mistake has been 
“made. But in the case of Vedic sentences, it is not possible that there 
“should be any other meaning intended, or that there should be a mistake. 
“ Nor ig there a speaker, in this case, who could declare any othe: mean- 
“ing to be the one that was intended ; because all the men in the world 
“are only hearers of the Veda, and not speakers, as has been shown under 
« Sutra [~i—29, Nor is the subject treated of in the Veda amenable to 
“other means of knowledge, on the strength of which the hearers them- 
“selves could take the sentence to have some other meaning. Then, 
“again, a certain meaning being ‘intended’ or ‘not-intended’ is 
“ nothing more than two particular ideas, or two particnlar phases of wish 
" or intention; and hence neither of these two is possible in the case of 
“ Vedic sentences, where there is no speaker. Hence in all such cases, the 
“acceptance or rejection is of that alone which is directly asserted ov not 
‘asserted [respectively]; and there is no other ground for sach acceptance 
“or rejection. In fact, even in the case of human assertions, until the 
“meaning desired to be conveyed has been ascertained, by other means of 
‘knowledge, to be something quite different, the meaning comprehended 
“in the first instance is not rejected,” 

To the above we make the following reply : 

F. Tn the case in question there is no difference of opinion as to tho 
cuinprehension (of singleness, which all of us admit to be comprehended) ; 
the question, however, is as to whether the singleness that is comprehended 
is meant to be enjoined (predicated) or not. 

There can be uo doubt as to singleness being mentioned in the 
sentence in question ; nor is there any doubt as to its being related to the 
Graha (Vessel). Bnt in the case of all things, thero are three ways in 
which they are spoken of by Direct Assertion: (L) There is an assertion 
that simply speaks of them; (2) another lays down their uses; (3) 
another enjoins them; and it ison this latter that all performance is based. 
For instance (1), in the case of the original word and the aflix, they simply 
denote their respective objects ; (2) the case-affixes express its uses; and 
(3) the Injunctive, the Imperative and the Lét endings have the power of 
enjoming, 

At the time of the performance of Actions, the man depends solely 
upon the Injunction; and whea the injunction urges him to a certain 
course of action,—whether that course be expressed or not expressed, 
having its use mentioned or not mentioned,—he at once takes up that 
Done ; and similarly, if the Injunction does not urge him to it, he does not 

ke it up,—even if it is distinctly exprossed and laid down as useful; aud 
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he is never urged to action either by Direct Declaration or by the mention 
of uses; because all that these latter can do is to point ont respectively 
that ‘this exists here’ and ‘this belongs to that’; and none of these say 
anything as to the necessity or advisability of performance. Consequently 
even if something happens to be distinctly expressed, or have its uses 
mentioned, when it comes to the consideration of its Injunction and actual 
performance, there always arises a question as to its being actually intended 
or not, as to be enjoined or not enjoined, and as to be performed or not 
performed. 

Objection: “ But this also is not possible without some sort of a wish 
(on the part of some person).” 

Reply: By ‘intention’, we do not mean actual wish; we take the two 
words ‘ Intention’ and ‘ Nou-intention’ (‘Viraksha? and ‘ Avivaksh@’) asin- 
directly indicating their respective effects in the shape of Acceptance and 
Rejection, That is to say, just as the sentence ‘kilum pipatishate’ (the 
river-bank wishes to fall down) is prononuced only by a figurative attribut- 
ing of the wish, based upon the extreme proximity of the falling,—-so, in 
the same manner, in the ease of sneh sentences as do not originate from 
nny person, the ucecplunce and rejection (of what is laid down) are always 
known to be the effects of what is known as ‘ Intention’ and ‘ Non-inten- 
tion’ (in the case of ordinary assertions); and it is on this Acceptance and 
Rejection that the present discussion is based. 

Objection: "7 How eonld there be a rejection of that which is directly 
asserted ” ? 

Reply: This question does not affeet the question ; becanse we have 
already said that accepturce depends upon Injunction (and not upon mere 
Assertion). And just as in the ease of human assertions, it is the Person 
speaking that is the impeller or director, oven in the vase of something 
that is directly asserted,—so in the case of Vedie sentences, the impel- 
ling would be done by the Injunctive potency of the word, Because in the 
Veda it is the Injunetive word that takes the place of the Director; and 
the potency of the [njnnetive that of the wish of that Director. Conse- 
quently it is admitted that that alone which is touched by the Injunction 
is to be performed, and nothing else; and henee it becomes necessary, in. 
all cases, to ascertain the extent of the Injunctive operation. 

Objection: " But how is it that when certain things are compre- 
" hended as equally spoken of by means of the various part of the sentence, 
“there are only some of them that are faken np by the Injunction, and 
“others are not” ? 

Reply: When certain things have been presented by an expressive 
word, the Injunctive operates towards the Injunction, of one or all of 
them, always in accordance with the limit of its own peentiar potency ; and 
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consequently it could not take up all things, simply because we wish it so. 
That is to say, if the Injunctive operated always in accordance with 
our wisbes, or with that which is expressed or mentioned as useful, by the 
words,—theu we could have the Injunction of all that is spoken of in the 
sentence; as a matter of fact, however, the operation of the fnjunetive is 
always limited by its own potency ; and as this potency is limited in its 
scope, we have the Injunction of only a few, and not all, of all that is 
expressed by the sentence. 

Then again, the Injunctive potency is Direct or Implied, according as it 
is based upon the Bhavana@ or upon the Ayencées ( Kavakas) ; and apart 
from these two, there is no Injanctive potency, either Direct ov Implied, 
or instance, the Bhdyund is enjoined directly by means of the injunctive 
alix; and it is for the sake of the accomplishment of this Bhdcaad, that 
other agencies are enjoined indirectly, And even if a certain thing is 
fonnd to be directly expressed, yet, if it is not fonnd to be a snbstratum of 
the Bhavand or of the Agencies, il is not accepted as enjoined ; and as 
such it forms no part of the performance in question. 

Thus then, with regard to the performance of the Washiay of the vessels 
(as laid down by the sentence ‘graham samidrshti’), ibis only natural 
that there should arise the question as to whether the Singleness of the 
vessel is also to be brought abont or noi. And if this sizgleness, beg an 
uge "ur, he a qualification of the Bhavani, then, being taken up by the fn- 
junction, it could not but be accepted as [ateaded (significant); while if it 
be a mere qnalitieation of the Substance, then it could not be taken as Fn- 
lerded, 

Thus then, we conclude that the authors of the Bhashyu and its com- 
mentaries have nsed the words ‘Intention’ and ‘ Non-intention’ simply 
with reference to the Acceptance and Rejection based upon the potency of 
the Injunctive, which are the effects of the said Intention and Non-inteution, 
and as such indirectly indicated by these words; and this round-abont 
method has been employed with the sole motive of speaking, in the manner 
of ordinary human assertions, of the Vedie sentences, which, by themselves, 
transcend by far the limits of human conception, and as such, could not be 
grasped by students of inferior intelligences, unless they were explained 
w the familiar terminology applied to ordinary assertions. The same may 
be smd abont all such explanations of the Veda. 

Il. There is another explanation also of the propriety of the use of 
the words “Intention” and “ Yon-intention.” The question raised in the 
Adhikarana is with reference to those Mimdnsakas and Saeriticers, who 
seek to explain the Veda, in accordance either with reasunings or with 
traditional lore. They always interpret a sentence, iu accordance with the 
potencies of words; and hence they seek to explain those things that are 
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found amenable to these potencies ; while those that are abandoned by 
these potencies, aro not taken up for explanation. Consequently by ‘ Viva- 
kshita’ is meant ‘that which is intended or wished by the Mimé@nsakas to 
be explained ’; and that which, being untonched by the said potency, is not 
so intended, is spoken of as ‘Ativakshita’; and this intention and non-enten- 
tion pertains to those Teachers of the Veda who have gone before. Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as the mention of ‘Intention’ and ‘ Non-intention’ is 
with referenco to the Teachers, there is nothing objectionable in the words 
beiug introduced in connection with the Veda, 

IIL. Or again, the “Intention ” and “ Non-intention” spoken of might 
refer to the Intelligences ensouling the various Vedic collections, Rgveda 
and the rest (the Body in this case being one made up of words). Just as 
in the material bodies we have intelligent souls, who intend certain things, 
and do not intend others, and this intention, though existing only in the 
inner soul, is yct known, exactly as if it appeared in the external world, 
by people pondering over the sentence, hy means of the potency of the 
words composing the sentence uttered by them (so in the same manner 
could we become coynisant of the Intention or otherwise of the Tntell- 
gence ensouling the Veda). 

Then as for the possibility of sach a Body (as that attributed to the 
Vedas), we find that there are various kinds of Bodies, brought about 
by tho peculiar actions of the souls inhabiting them,—all these diverse 
kinds depending npon the modifications of Primordial Matter. For in- 
stance—(1) In this world of ours we find four kinds of Bodies, made up 
mostly of the earth-clement, aided by- those of water and the rest,—-these 
bodies being the Womb-born, the Myy-bora, the Ground-born, and the Sweat- 
born ;—(2) bodies built up of water with the help of the other clements, 
clean aud transparent, are known to exist in the regions of Varuna ;—(3) 
there are many beings who wander about in the sky, with their subtile 
bodies made up of Air mixed with Earth and the rest;--(4) in the 
Heavenly Regions, there are bodies of Light, effulgent and glorious, 
which become added to by-and-by by the rays emitted from the sun; as 
has been declared in the Veda also, at the close of the sentences dealing 
with the Nakshatréshti: ‘yē br junāh punyakrtah. . téshimetam Jyotimshi 
yannakshatrini’,—and Manu also speaks of people proceeding to Heaven 
in a body of light;—(5) the Veda also speaks of the soul inhabiting a 
body of Akaga, when it declares ‘ iyalé värinā nityam yah kham Brahma. 

Then again, Colour, Touch and the other properties that belong to the 
elements, are, each of them, bodies for the experiences of the soul. And 
the Veda also, which is spoken as the ‘Gubda-Brahma’, is ensouled by a 
single Great Soul, and hence the Ryreda Ae, which are spoken of sepa- 
rately, all belong to the soul, and are endowed with conscious intelligence. 
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Consequently, when we proceed to explain the meanings of the senten- 
ces of these Vedas, which contain within themsclves particular intentions, 
whether they are intended to be significant or not is ascertained by means 
of the potencies of the words; aud the upshot comes to be that that which 
is taken up by the Injunctive potency is what is ‘intended’; while that 
which is abandoned by it, is to be explained as ‘ not intended’ to be signiti- 
cant. — 

In this manner, it is quite possible to attribute, on the strength of the 
potency of the Injunctive, the said “ Intention” and “ Non-intention” to 
the soul of the Gabda-Brahma, which pervades all the Vedas ; and there 
is nothing incongruous in speaking of “ Tutention ” aud “ Non-intention ”, 
even in the direct sense of these words, with reference to the Veda, which 
is beginningless and endless. 

Thns then, the question comes to be whether the Veda really intended 
ihe snyleness of the vessel, or not; and in course of the present Adhika- 
rana, our Author will come to a definite conelusion, by a course of well- 
connected reasoning. 

And on this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“That action which is mentioned as connected with singleness, nnd 

j E Injunction” of the snbstance which is also mentioned along with 
singleness, should always be performed and understood (respectively) 
“as pertaining to one thing only. 

“Tn all cases, the Veda consisting of Injunctions and Prohibitions, 
‘whatever we come across in the course of the Veda should always be 
“taken as connected with au Injunction or a Prohibition; and we should 
“always try one very best to construe every such thing in such a mauner 
"as to make it connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“Aud for doing this, there are two ways: (1) even though the 
“object in question be the qualification of a substance,—yet, just as in the 
“case of the Injunction of a Bhavana qualified by acertain substance, ete., 
“the Injunction is taken as indirectly pertaining to the qualifying sub- 
“stance also, as otherwise the qualified Bhavana could not be enjoined,—-so, 
“in the same manner, in the case in question also, inasmuch as tho Jn- 
“ junction of the washing qualified by the Vessel, which is qualified by single- 
“ness, could not be otherwise explained, we cannot but admit, on the 
“strength of Apparent Inconsistency, the singleness also to be an object 
"of Injunction ; similarly too, in a case where we have a series of qualifi- 
“cations, there is a cognition of tho Injunction of every one of these, based 
d upon the fact of each of them being connected with that which precedes 
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“it; and it is only when the accessories are not related to one another 
“that the Injunction of any one of thom does not mvolve that of another, 
‘as we have shown above. (2) When, on the other band, the Injunc- 
“tion does not extend up to the qualification of the substance, then, in 
“that case, everything spoken of in the sentence would have to be admit: 
“ted, on the strength of a single Apparent. Inconsistency, to be the object 
“of Injunction; and hence, just as the ‘ Dagipavitra? (Cloth), the 
“t Singleness’, the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Washing’ are the qualifications of the 
Bhavana, so would the ‘singleness of the Vessel’ also be, 

“Objection: ‘It is by the Direct Denotation of the same word 
“(graham) that the singleness in question is pointed out to be the qualiti- 
“cation of the Vessel; and as such it is searcely right to reject it in 
“favour of the view that it is a qualification of the Bhavana, which can 
“only be pointed out by means of Syutactical Connection.’ 

“Reply: This argument does not quite affect our position: (1) 
‘t Because there is no actual difference between the indication of the Word 
“and that of Syntactical Connection, the singleness may be taken as quali- 
“fying the Bhavand, without being totally separated from the Vessel. (2) 
“Because as the two treat of two wholly distinct subjects, there can be no 
“contradiction of the one by the other. That is to say, if, in both cases, 
“the rolationship were either that of Tédurthya (useful accessory) alone, 
“or that of that particular form of the Qualifying Relationship which 
‘appears in the form of the Coutainer and the Contained, then the two 
“could be taken as dealing with the same subject. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, we do not find any one of these relations to be present in both 
“ (the Vesseland the Bhavana) ; because to the former, the singleness is relat- 
“ed by the Qualifying Relationship of the Container aud the Contained ; while 
“to the Bhdvand it is related as its accessory ; consequently the Syntactical 
“Connection may be taken as implying that ‘one should accomplish the 
“ Bhiivant of the Washing by meaus of the singleness contained iu the 
" Vessel’; and on the other hand, if the Relationship of the singleness with 
“the Bhavand be that of Tādurthya, then. in that ease, its relatiouship with 
“the Vessel being one of Qualification, would appear subsequently in accord- 
“ance with the law laid down in the foregoing Adhikarana ; and it is this 
“that is pointed ont by the Word (graham). (3) When it is ascertained 
“that the Vessel is incapable of affording refuge to the séxgleness, then, in 
“that case, there would be nothing to prevent this latter from going over 
“to the Bhavana, even though it be only ¢n the strength of a Syntactical 
“ Connection; the Vessel itself impels it towards the Bhadvand, with the 
“ view that, being related to the Bhavana, the singleness would be taken 
“up by the Injunction, and thereby becoming limited in its scope, would 
“qualify the Vessel also; otherwise being abandoned by the Vessel, it 
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“would be wholly neglected by the Injunction. and as such, could not 
“belong either to the Vessel or to the Bhavana, (4) Or, even granting that 
“the singleness belongs to the Vessel; it becomes necessary to show in 
“what manner it belongs to it. Thus then, if the Vessel, alone by itself, 
“were to enter into the Bhävunā, then, inasmuch as the singleness would 
“þe appearing after this entrance, it would not be taken up by the Bhä- 
‘yand, and as such could not belong to this latter; and it would be 
~ restricted to the form of the Vessel only ` consequently, it is only when 
‘the Vessel moves along with, or is co-extensive with, the singleness, that 
“it attains its true character,—just as in the case of the qualitication of 
“ Redness mentioned by a distinct word (as shown in the foregoing Adhi- 
“ karana). And the reason for this is that the Injunction as a whole 
“always appears in a qualified form; and as the Qualitied conld not serve 
“the function of qualifying until it had its own qualification duly defined, 
“it is always along with its own qualitication that the Qualified Injune- 
“tion enters into its function. 

“Thns then, in the case in question, the Bhavand, taking np the distinetly 
“mentioned vessel as qualified by singleness, does not take up the qualified 
“ Vessel without taking up, along with it, the qualifying singleness also. And 
‘when the singleness would thus enter into the Bhavana, it would be taken 
“np by the Injunction also; and then there being a mutnal restriction 
" hetween the Substance and the Property, it comes to belong to the Vessel. 

“(5) Or again, the objector has based lhis argument upon the 
“superior anthority of Direct Assertion, on the strength of which 
“he has declared the singleness to be related to the Substance (Vessel). 
“But as a matter of fact, the case is quite the contrary. Becanse 
“the Substance (Vessel), mentioned by the basie noun ‘graha’, would 
“be the nearest to the singleness mentioned by a part of the same 
“word; but we find that this singleness is very much moro nearly related 
“to the particular Agency that is signitied by the same case-ending (the 
“ Accusative) as itself, and as such it is much sooner recuguized as qualify- 
“ing this Agency. And we have already shown that the Agency, 
“expressed by the case-ending, is a constituent part of the Bhavana, which 
“is made up of various factors, appearing one after the other. And then, 
“ inasmuch as the Agency is found to be signified by tho affix, it wonld be 
“cognized as the principal factor; and it is a general rule that every- 
“thing (i.e. all qualifications) appertain to the principal factor; and 
‘hence both the Singleness ang the Vessel become Agencies, and as such 
“are thrown into the Bhavana, by means of the direct action of the 
‘‘case-ending ; and as such come to be the objects of Injunction; and this 
‘is due to the fact of the Injunction being a qualified one; as will be 
explained later on, nnder the Sativa [V—i—]5. 
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“Thus then, just as that which is mentioned as to be done by means 
“of the Cloth is not done by anything clse,—as instead of the mentioned 
“washing the threshing is not performed,—as instead of the washing of the 
“vessel one does not perform the washing of something else,—so, in the 
“same manner, that which is mentioned as to be done to a single vessel, 
“could not be done to many. All these conclusions are dependent upon 
“one another, in accordance with the law of the foregoing Adhikarana. 

“Tor these reasons, it must be admitted that the number of the 
“uddegy« also is to be taken as intended to be significant, just like that 
“of the enjoined vidhëya. 

“The Bhashya lays stress upon due significance being attached to the 
“masculinity of the object (animal) also; but this is only by the way, and 
“not with a view to show that the significance of the gender also is amen- 
“able to the reasonings of the present Adhikarana ; as that would mean a 
“mere repetition of what is dealt with under the Sitras V I—i—b et seq.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (14): All Individuals are indicated, because the generic 
character belongs equally to all. 


It is a well-established fact that whenever an action is laid down, in 
a subordinate form, with reference to a number of individuals, all of which 
are indicated by the generic Class, ete., that Action pertains to every one of 
them. 

For instance, in the case in question, we at once recognize the ressel to be 
the principal factor,—because it is spoken of in the Accusative case (vide 
Sitra IL—i---10), and also because it is the useful factor,—and the wash- 
iny to be the subordimate factor. Then, inasmuch as the eluss * vessel” 
(which is denoted by the word ‘ graha’) is, by itself, incapable of being 
washed, it is the individual vessels that are indicated as the objects to be 
purified by the washing; but since the individual vessels are not capable 
of being denoted by the word ‘ gruha, we aceept the class “vessel” as in- 
dicative of them. Consequently, the meaning of the Injunctive sentence 
in question comes to be that the action to be performed with the vessels wonld 
be perfect only by the previous washing of the vessels ` and if any vessel should 
bo left unwashed, the action performed with it would remain imperfect ; 
hence it is necessary that all the vessels should be washed. 

If, however, the vessel were laid down as subsidiary to the washing,— 
just as the animal is to the sacrifice,—then the necessary action of washing 
having been accomplished by the washing of a single, vessel, no other vessel 
would be required to be washed ; for in that case the non-washing of the: 
other vessels would not eause any imperfection in the action in question ; 
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as the requirements of the Injunction will have been fulfilled (by the wash- 
‘ng of a single vessel). When, on the other hand, the vessel is the principal 
factor, inasmuch as the Injunction would apply to cach of the principal 
factors, if a single vessel were left unpurified (by washing), there would be 
an infringement of the particular Injunction in connection with that. 
Even if there were no distinet Injunction for each of the vessels, and cach 
of them were tp be washed only in accordance with the spirit of the single 
Injuuction,-—then, too, the non-washing of a vessel would be contrary 
to that spirit. If without this rejection, one were to omit the washing of 
eertain vessels,: then that would be a great sin, consequent upon the neg- 
lect of that which is enjoined. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the word ‘ graham’ indi- 
cates all the vessels; becanse all of them are equally related to the generic 
class * vessel,’ and because all ave equally connected with the context. 

Not: pereeiving any ground for taking the Singular number (in 
‘yrukam’) to be non-significant, the objector (in the Bhashya) comes 
forward with the argument that—‘ we find the Singular number actually 
mentioned.” 

The reply to this is that all that may happen to be mentioned is not 
necessarily something to be performed (or brought into action); be- 
canse in the matter of actual performance, il is necessary to find out an 
Injunction, or thes Mention of Uses,--either directly mentioned or indirect- 
ly implied. Because that which is cajoined, ut has its uses mentioned, 
is accepted as to be brought into action, even if it be not actually ex- 
pressed in so many words; while even if something is actually so ex- 
pressed, if it happéns to be abandoned by them (i.e., by the Injunction and 
the Mention of Uses), it is uot tuken up for performance. Thus then, im 
the ease of a sentence, thero being many things expressed by the several 
words aud the affixes, ete., it becomes necessary to find ont which of these 
are taken up by the Injunction and which have their uses and applications 
mentioned, Specially as by manipulating the construction of the seutence 
in different ways, every one of the things may be made to appear as en- 
joined or mentioned as useful,—it becomes necessary to find which are 
actually enjoined and which not. As a matter of fact, the exponnders of 
Mimdansd, when discussing the meanings of sentences, very often throw dust 
into people’s eyés, by a skilful manipulation of the syntactical construction. 

Thus then, in the case in question, what we have to consider is what 
is actually enjoined by the weed ‘ Sammdarshti,’ which has the form of 
the Present Tense, but,really is in the Lët form, which is laid down as 
having the sense of the Injunctive. 

It 3 is not possible for the Bhāvunā alone, by itself, to be enjoimed ; 
because it is not possible for it to be brought into action, by itself alone. 
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Then there arises the question as to whether the Bhavana that is enjoined 
is qualified by the denotation of the Verbal Root, the washing, only, which 
is well known in the world as something to be performed,—or by the 
substance Vessel,—or by the singleness of the vessel. 

As for the word ‘ Ductpavitréna,’ it is equally significant in all cases ; 
and serving the same purpose in all cases, it is not necessary to consider 
its various significations, as is done with the other words. e 

With reference to the word ‘ graham’ and the rest, however, it becomes 
necessary to consider what is actually enjoined. And in this connec- 
tion, we are faced by the following alternatives :—Firstly: as regards the 
“washing” and the “ Vessel,”-—do these qualify the Bhavana, alterna- 
tively or conjointly ? or is it their relationship or their aggregation that 
qualifies it? or is it that one of these two while qualifying the other, 
qualifies the Bhavana en, and through that, comes to be enjoined? 
Secondly, as regards the “washing” and the “ Singleness,” also we have 
the same eight-fold questions to consider. Thirdly, as regardsthe ‘“graha- 
iva” and the “Ikatow” also, we have the same questions, That is to 
say among the three—the ‘ washing,’ the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Singleness, — 
we can take any two of which one would qualify the other, and then 
proceed to consider the question of the relation of these with the third. 

Along with these questions, there arises the further question, as to 
whether these (the Vessel, the Singleness and the Bhavana) form the Object 
of Injunction (i.e. Predicate) or of mere Assertion (i.e. the Subject), with 
reference to the “washing”; and that tou whether singly or conjointly. 

When the Action is the principal factor, then, there is a conjunction 
of the Substance and the Number; and hence all the requirements are ful- 
filled by a single performance of that Action. When, on the other hand, 
the Action is laid down as with reference to the Vesseland Singleness (and 
thereby becomes the subordinate factor), then, in that case, the Action 
aud the Injunctive sentence, are taken as complete in each of the Vessels. 

But here also, we are faced by the following questions: Is the 
washing enjoined for the Vessel only, or for the Singleness only, or for 
both of them alternately, or for both vonjointly, or for their relationship 
and aggregation, or for the Vessel as qualified by the Singleness, or for 
the Number (one) as qualified by the Vessel? Or, with reference to the 
action of washing, is it the Vessel that is enjoined, or the Singleness, or 
both alternately, or both conjointly, or the relationship and the aggre- 
gation of these, or the Vessel as qualifie by Singleness, or the Number 
as qualified by the Vessel ? 

A manipulation of the construction of the Ser in question having 
given rise toso mmy donhts and questions, the opponent is led to believe 
that, inasmuch as the number forms the predicate of the sentence, it is 
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this that is enjoined; and hence lic takes paius to bring forward all the 
reasons that he finds capable of favouring the view that the Number is 
pr -edicated in regard to the Vessel, aud is enjoined with reference to the 
washing; aud he condados that just as Time and Place, though really the 
subjects, are often taken as objects of Injunction, through the Action, —so, 
also would the ‘ Vessel’ and the ‘ Singleness’ be, 

On the otber hand, all the syntactical constructions that he would 
attribute to the sentence, with a view to make the singleness an object of 
Injunction, will be rejected by the Scddhantt as involving a syntactical 
split. 

As a matter of fact, also, the Vessel can never be the predicate of the 
sentence in question; and it becomes all the more impossible for the 
: singleness’ to be so; because it is subservient to the Vessel. ‘Thus then, 
the sentence being taken as enjoining the washing for the Vessel, its 
[njunctive potency is wholly spent upon that, and as such, it conld not 
enjoin the singleness. Nor could the sentence be taken as enjoining 
singleness for the Vessel, because there is no repetition of the Injunctive 
word and the word ‘ Graham’; as it would be necessary, in that case, to have 
two Injunctive words and two ‘grahas.’ And in case the relationship of 
the Vessel and Stngleness were positively enjoined,—if it were found 
desirable to have an Injunction of something over and above the connec- 
tion of the Vessel®*and the washing, —then, also, it would be necessary, for 
the sake of the accomplishment of the two relationships (of the Vessel) 
to havea repetition of the word ‘ graham’; and in this case also, the Injuanc- 
tive word would have to be repeated ; as a single Injunctive cannot enjoin 
two relationships. 

For, if the Injunctive affix were to enjoin two relationships, either 
simultaneously, or one after the other, how could it do so, unless it were 
pronounced twice? so also if the ‘ Vessel’ were to attain the relationship 
of the Singleness and the wasking, it could not do so without its being 
repcated twice. Then again, tho first utterance of the Injunctive having 
its potency wholly spent up in the enjoining of tho washing for the Vessel, 
it would be absolutely necessary to utter it over again, for the enjoining 
of the Singleness of that Vessel. And this second utterance could not but 
be something wholly outside the Vedie Text; and thus originating from 
a human speaker, it could not have any authoritative character. 

Thus then, however much we may raek our brains over the various 
constractions of the sentence in question, we cannot find any proper way 
whereby we could have aa injunction of Singleness; and as such this latter 
„ cannot be taken as something to be brought into action. If in any way 
‘ve could have an Injunction of this Singleness, it wonld bo like the Vessel, 
‘ete, ` and kow could anyone neglect it, during the performance y 
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But this would be possible, only if the Action were the principal 
factor. Asin that case, on the strength of the fact of the Injunction being 
that of the qualitied Vessel, we could have an indirectly implied June, 
tion of the qualifying Singleness also. Consequently, if the opponent can 
establish the fact of the Action being the principal factor, then, through 
that, he could establish the fact of all things mentioned in the sentence 
being intended to be duly significant. ; 

For these reasons, we conclude that the mere fact of something being 
mentioned in a sentence is not sufficient reason for taking it as enjoined’, 
and hence the qualification in question—‘ Singleness —is not similar in 
character to such other qualifications as ‘white’ and the like, 

Further, we ask :— Would this ‘singleness’ be a qualification of tho 
Substance (Vessel) or of the Action (washing), on account of which fact 
it could be absorbed by the Vessel, the washing, and the Bhavani? 

First of all, we proceed to show that it could not be a qualification of 
the Substunce, As a matter of fact, it could be its qualification, cither as 
forming au integral part of-the Substance, or as serving to preclude, from 
it, all other Numbers. The former is quite compatible with the fact of the 
washing being performed with regard to all the Vessels; for if one washes 
many vessels, he certainly washes one; and in that case, the washiny of akl 
the Vessels being known, by reason of the generic character of the “ Vessel ” 
belonging to all of them, as to be performed,-—and not heing found to be 
prohibited by (i.e. incompatible with) the singular number (in 
‘yraham’),—what reason can one have tor leaving off the washing of the 
second and the following Vessels ? 

The following argument might here be brought forward by the oppo- 
nent: “The basic noun 'grauha’ itself being snificient to denote the fact 
“of one and all of the vessels being washed, the atlixed singular ending 
‘could not be taken as a subsidiary Arthavädu ; and as such it would he 
“taken as serving the purposes of preclusion (of the weshing of more than 
“one Vessel).” 

Reply: Tt is not so; ibis only mn case where a general proposition 
having been laid down, it is repeated again with a certain specification, 
that we admit of Preclusion; in the case in question, however, we do not 
find any repetition; because a repetition would be possible only if there 
were many sentences; while what you have asserted is that the same 
sentence serves both to enjoin and to preelude; and certainly that is ex- 
tremely incungruous, In fact, what youshave asserted is that the two 
opposite functions are served, not by the same sentence, but by the same 
word (‘graham’); and this certainly shows an insight transcending all 
possibilities! That is to say, you have declared that the basic nonn in that 
word enjoins the connection of the washing of all Vessels, and the case. end. 
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ing iu it precludes that connection; this is what passes our understand- 
ing! Then again, justas when a sentence is found to serve the purposes of 
enjoining and precluding, it is constrned in two different ways,—so would 
the word also have to be construed in two different ways! Tt is really 
strange how you can make such a self-contradictory assertion that at one 
and the same time, the same word serves to enjoin as well as to 7 preclude. 

T hien agai, Preclusion (Parisankhyā) i is possible only when there is a 
likelihood of the nniversal application of a certain thing being counte- 
nanced by an assumed text, while its particular ein is directly men- 
tioned ina vedie text; because in sach a case the Preclusiye In jnuction is 
free from all objections. Specially in this ease, as the text supporting the 
universality has gob to be assumed, while that supporting the partieniar 
application is already existent,- the Preclasion is accepted in view of the 
desirable result that it is found to aceomplish. 

In the case in question, however, your Preelusive Injunetion serves to 
reject the cognition of the washing, as applying to all Vessels,—this cogni- 
tion being brought: about by the basic noun whiely forms part of the same 
sentence and word as the case-ending, which, though depending for its 
evistenee on that basic noun, is yet held to bring about the said Preelusion ! 
And such a preelusive Injunction is open to all the three fanits (that of 
rejecting the enjoined, renouncing of its own meaning, and acceptance of 
anoiner mening), 


On the oceasion of showing a case of faultless Preclusive Injunction, 
the Bhashya has declared, (in connection with the sentence ‘imäma- 
yrolinan...clyacvabridhdnimadatté ’) that the desirable interpretation is 
that the latter et of the sentence ( ctyagrabhidhdnimiadatté’) enjoins 
the " Horse’s veins’, and not the ` Holding’; and the reason that he gives 
is that the mantra in question (‘dndgrbhnai’) is already known (from 
the words of the mantra itself) as to be employed in Holding, (and the 
only thing that remains doubtful is the object to be held, and this is 
mentioned in the latter clause). 

But this is scarcely right; because, as a matter of fact, the Injunction 
is quite possible from the verb ‘ädattē’; while as for the connection 
between the Holding and the ‘Horse’s reins’, there is no Injunction ; 
beeanse the word ‘ agrbhnan’ in the mantra is capable of indicating the Mun- 
tra to be as applicable to the ‘ Horse’s reins’ as to the ‘ Ass’s reins’; because 
of the word ‘ragana’ (string, which is equally applicable to the reins of 
both). Novis the ‘horse’s rein’ any farther remote from the ‘ragana@’ 
than the ‘ass’s reins’; because the word ‘ravand@’ being equally appli- 
cable to both, both would be expressed and cognized at one and the same 
time, Then, again, in any Injunctive sentence, there is always a difference 
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between Direct Assertion aud Implication by Syntactical Connection; be- 
cause there is a distinct difference in the degree of the relationship of that 
which is expressed by the verbal root, and that of that which is expressed 
by a noun. That is to say, the noun can have no connection in the sentence 
unless there are three words (e.g. ‘iti’, ‘agvabhidhanim’ and ‘ adutté’), 
while, that of the verbal root is accomplished by means of two words only 
(uh "and ‘adatté’). Then again, the Injunctive affix in question also does 
not so well and quickly lay down the application of the Mantra to the de- 
notation of the noun (‘ agvdbhidhani’, the Horse's reins)—which is not 
mentioned by the same word as that in which the affix appears,—as it does 
that to the denotation of the verbal root (the Holding) which appears in the 
same word (‘fdatté*) ; and the Mantra also becomes connected with the Reins 
more quickly by means of the Direct Assertion (in ‘ityagvabhidhanima- 
datté’), than it could do by that of the indicative power of the word 
‘agrbhnan’ inthe Mantra. Nor does the Mantra stand in need of any other 
ground for being applicable to the Horse’s Reins; because the generic word 
‘gagani’ (in the mantra) serves to point out that application just as well as 
any specification of it. Then again, in all cases, it is necessary to have 
recourse to indirect Indication, at least for the indication of the fact of the 
Reins, etc., leading to certain Apirvus ; and hence inasmuch as the mention 
of the ‘Horse’s Reins’ would be got at by the Indication, (of the word 
‘raçanã `), another direct Injunction of the same (in the, sentence ‘ ityacud, 
etc?) would be wholly useless. As the word ‘ Horse’s-Reins’ would take 
exactly the same time in indicating (its Injunction), as the word ‘ ragana ’ 
would in indicating the Horse's Reins. 

For these reasons, we cannot take the clanse ‘ifyadutlé’ as merely 
referring to the application of the Mantra which is pointed out by its own 
words; nor can we take the latter sentence to be injunctive of the Horse's 
Keins; as what the sentence does is to enjoin the Bhdvané which is 
simultaneously qualified by all the three—the Horse’s Reins, the Mantra 
and the Houldiny denoted by the verbal root. 

Then again, in no way does the form of the Mantru itself point to its 
connection with the Holding; because the Mantra does not enjoin any such 
connection, without bringing about the assumption of a vedic text to the 
effect; but long before the form and the context of the Mantra bring about 
the assumption of the necessary vedic text, the required Injunction (of the 
connection of the Mantra) is accomplished by means of the already exist- 
ing text (‘ ityaçvă, etc.’). i 

Consequently, the latter sentence must be taken 'as enjoining the 
connection of the Manira, which has not been laid down before. It is 
spoken of as a ' Preclusive Injunction’ simply because it is found to lead 
to the separation of the Mantra from the Holding of the Ass's Reins, —and 
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not because oť a repetition of the specification. When we proceed to seek 
for the special purpose served by this Injunction, we find that it does not 
serve nny other purpose than the preclusion of the Mantra from the As,’s 
Reins. But this prsclusion of something else does not form the meaning 
of the sentence, like a specialization; because the preclusion of the Ass is 
accomplished by the very fact of its not having any emmnection with the 
Mantra; and if is only that which is likely to come in that is precluded by 
means of a sentence. Specially as we find that the Muntra ean not pertain 
ty the Reins of the Ass until it has brought about the assumption of a 
vecdie text to that effect ; and hence it cannot be held that the Repetition, 
in the latter sentence, of the ‘ Horse’s Reins’, is to be taken as precluding 
that Mantra from being applied to the Reins of the Ass; because the men- 
tion of the “ Horse’s Reins” could ba called a “ Repetition” only if it had 
been laid down before by the quicker action of another text; and the pre- 
vions mention of the “ Reins of (a Ass” cannot make the subsequent. 
mention of the “ Horse's Reins” a repetition. Bocause the application of 
the Muntra is found to have been previously laid down by che quieker 
operation of the Direct mention of the “ Horso”; and thus the Veda, as 
well as the subject in question, having all its requirements falfille l, there 
can be no assumption of another text, ou the sole anthority either of the 
indicative power (of the words of the Mantra) or of the Context. And 
whea no such tex, is assumed, there is no application of the Mantra to the 
Reins of the Ass. It is on this that we have the well-known proverb — 
‘How can the Ass overtake that which has been taken away by the 
Horse P? 

We can, however, enquire from tho Direct Assertion (of the Horse) 
what special purpose it serves; anl on this point, we could aldress hor in 
the following manner: ‘Ts it by sheer foree that yon have obstructed the 
assumption of the indicated text? When the Mantra could b- applied to the 
Horse’s Reins, even by mems of the assumed text, why should you have 
heen ina harry to enjoin it? It is quite true that no texts could be 
assumed for that which you enjoin; but what do you gain by obstructing 
that assumption ?’ 

(And we have the following reply :) If the assumed text could lay 
down the applicability of the Mantra tothe Hurse’s Reins only, in the same 
manner as is dono by the Dire:t Injanction,—then alone could this litter 
he useless. As a matter of fact, however, the textassumed on the strenyth 
of the words of the Mantra wond indicate the applicrbility of the Mantra 
to the Reins of the Horse,as also to thatof the Ass; and henco it is for the 
purpose of averting this dual application that the Direct Injanetion 
hastons to mention the “ Horse’s Reins.” And we have this latter [njunc- 
tion, because the assumed text could not point out the application of the 
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Mantra to the Reins of the Horse only, as is done by the Direct Injunction. 
Thus then, not being a mere repetition, this Injunction comes to he recoge 
nized as serving a usefal purpose; and inxsmuch as all requirements are 
faltilled by it, the Mantra cunnot bring about the assumption of any other 
text. 

If the Injunction in qnestion had only repeated the fact of the pre- 
viously mentioned applicability of the Mantra,—then, in: that case, the 
Preclusion would be open to all the three objections, When, however, the 
text being restricted, thee is nothing to lay down the common applica- 
bility (of the Mentre to the Reins of the Horse, as also to that of tho Ass). 
then the Preclus‘on is totally free from the three objections. This is 
what we have already explained under the Sutra I—ii —42 ; and it is only 
in the way explained there that the Preclusion can be shown to be free 
from all objections. 

For these r-asons, wo conclude that we should not attach any 
importance to the expression in question that the Author of the Bhashya 
has inadvertently uscd, 


Nor is it pos-ible for the sentence in question to be an Injunction of 
tho connection of ‘singleness’; becanse its injunctive potency is wholly 
taken up by the injunction of the connection between the ‘ washing’ and 
the ‘ Vessel.” Just as in tho case of the sentence (‘ Protect this food from 
animals—the dog, and the cit’), which enjoins the protecting of the food, 
even thongh the particular animals ‘dog’ and ‘cat’ are mentioned, yet 
they are not accepted as in any way restricting the Injunction ;—and 
the reason for this is that in this sentence the ‘dog’ and the ‘eat’ 
are not mentioned as the objects to be protected (ie. objects of the 
enjoined protection) from the euting of the food; and consequently (inas- 
much as the protection of the food is what is enjoined), the man directed 
protects it from other animals also—such as the crow and the like—-which 
too are as much spoilers of the food as the dog and the cat. In this 
connection we have the following saying: ‘Even a child, when told to 
protect the food from crows, does not omit to protect it from the dog and 
other animals, because he knows that the chief factor in the direction was 
the protection.’ 

Though the above example of the ‘ protection of the food’ has been 
cited by the Bhashya, yet it does not quite fit in with the case in question. 
Because in the sentence cited what is not intended to be significant is the 
‘crow,’ which is a definite object expressed by a word in the sentence ; 
whereas in tho case in question, what is held to be non-significant is only 
the number (singleness) of the vessel (and this number is expressed by the 
ease-ending); and that makes a great difference between the two 
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sentences. This sentence would be fitly cited in connection with the 
next Adhikarana, where it is considered if the ‘washing’ is applicable 
to the Ladle, ete., also, just like the washing of the altar. As for an 
example like the one cited, there is one in the Veda itself, in connection 
with the ‘Animal’ sacrifice, where wo read ‘ Yali caturavatli yajumänah 
panciivattaiva vapa käryä; where the object of the Injunction is that ‘ that 
which is cut into pieces is to be five in number,’ and hence the mention 
of the ‘vapa’ is not intended to be significant ; as otherwise there would 
bo a syntactical split. All this we shall explain under Adh. X; and 
it would have been fitting to cite, in that connection, the sentence that 
the Bhashya has cited here. In the case in question, on the other hand, 
it should have cited some such sentence of ordinary parlance, in which the 
Number alone is intended to be non-sivuificant; for instance, the sentence 
' Vrshaluih na pravéshtavyam, where the Plural in ‘ Vrshulath’ is uot 
intended to be significant, because the sentence is taken as prohibitive of 
the entry of the vrshalu, singly, as well as collectively in large numbers. 

Objection : “ The word ‘sammarshti’ might be taken as enjoining the 
‘connection of the Vessel and the Singleness.” 

Reply: This could not be; as that would be contradictory to what 
is directly mentioned (by means of the same word), Specially as a 
single Injunctive word is not capable of laying down tho Bhävunā of the 
wash-ng, as well ag the connection of the Vessel and the Singleness ; and thus 
there being a contradiction between these two objects of the Injunction, 
it is the former that is accepted as its object, on the strength of its proxi- 
mity to the Injunctive affix being closest; and hence there being no other 
Injunction, there can be no comprehension of Singleness, 

It has been argued above that in the case of a qualified Injunction, 
the qualification of the qualification also forms an object, of Injunction. 

But that is not possible; because if the Vessel itself does not present 
the Sungleness to the Action, which is qualified hy the Vessel purely by 
itself, —then the Action cannot be said to be qualified by the qualified 
(vessel), 

That is to say, if tho vessel throws itself as qualified by singleness, 
into the Bhavana, then, iu that case, it would be necessary to throw in 
tho qualifying singleness beforehand ; as otherwise the Bhāvanā could not 
he qualified by that qualification; and in this case, the Blavand also, taking 
in the Vessel as qualified by Singleness, could not take in the Vessel thus quali- 
lied, unless it took in also the qualifying Singleness. For instance, as the 
word denotes a substance as qualified by a certain genns or class, it dues 
not apply to the substance, antil it has denoted the qualifying Class; and 
hence in that case it would be absolutely necessary to accept the singleness 
tohea qualification of the Bhāvanñ. Asa matter of fact, thia also we shall 
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refute helow. And in a case where a substance itself is the qualification 
of the Bhavana), as in the case in question, the Bharand too is connected 
with the Vessel only, and not with its Number; and the Number also is 
related to the Vessel only, and not to the Bhdvand. And thus the qualifies 
Injunction, having its end in the pointing oul of the qualification of the 
Bhavana, does not imply anything else; specially as Singleness does noi 
necessarily qualify the Vessel, at the time that it is actually qualifying 
the Bhivand; because the Bhavana does not take up the Vessel as qualified 
by Singleness: as it does not notice the Number, which is bidden under 
the form of the vessel itself. Nor can the Singleness be taken as qualify- 
ing the Vessel qualified by the Bhavana ; becausv that would be tantamount 
to taking it as qualifying the Bhavund@ itself (which we shall refute 
below), As a matter of fact too, the Bhdvant cannot qualify the qualified 
Vessel. Consequently there can be no implication (by the Injunction) of 
a qualification of the substance (Vessel): because no such qualification js 
wauted by the principal Injunction in question, 

Then again, if it be insisted upon that there is an Injunction of the 
qualification, such injunction could not be possible without a repetition of 
the Injunctive affix; and that would involve a syntactical split. Even it 
we admit of this split, at the time of the actual wushkiay, no attention 
could be paid to the Sizyleness; as what the Injunction Jays down is the 
connection of the Singleness with the Vessel independently by itself, 
apecially as it is not possible for an action, that is still in the position of 
being enjoined, to qualify a substance related to a qualification,—as we 
have already explained in the foregoing Adhikurana. 

For these reasons, the ‘Singleness’ cannot be comprehended as n 
qualification of the substance (‘ Vessel ’). 

Jf it be urged that the ‘Singleness’ is laid down as qualifying the 
Bhitvina of the ‘washing, —then, we reply, that it could not be its quali- 
fication, either ag a subordinate factor (iu the shape of the means of 
accomplishing the washing), or as a predominant one (in the shape of some. 
thing to be purified by the washing). , 

In the first place the ‘ Sinyleness’ could not be the predominant factor, 
because being incorporeal (or immaterial) it is not possible for it to be 
purified. Nor can it be said to be purified by the purification of the 
substance (* Veasel’); because it is something wholly different from it. 
and because the purification that is laid down for the Vessel is not througk 
this Singleness; as it being laid down for the vessel independently by 
itself, it would be wholly useless to Jay it down egain; specially as, ever 
at the time of the actual performance of the puvificatory Rinsing, this 
latter is recognized as pertaining to the Vessel directly, and not as due te 
the Singleness. 
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In the same manner it can be shown that ‘Singleness’ could not be 
iaid down as the subordinate factor. 

Question: “ How is it that it has not the subordinate character E" 

Answer: A quality is accepted to be subsidiary, only when it is found 
to qualify a subsidiary substance ; in the caso in question, however, the 
‘Vessel’ is not held to be subsidiary to the ‘washing, which does not 
bring about ang visible results; and as such the quality, ‘Singleness’, of 
the Vessel, which is not a subsidiary, could not have the subordinate or 
subsidiary character. 

Objection: “ Even when the Visser de the principal sactor, it is found to 
“accomplish the washing. ‘That is to say, in the first place, the capability 
“of accomplishing the washing belongs to the Vessel; and hence it would 
“he through this, that the Singleness wonld aid in the washing ; and even 
“though the Vessel is the principal factor, yet it would become the 
“ Property of a Subsidiary Substance, by becoming quualitied by a property 
“*(Sinyleness) that is subordinate to the Action. If is not necessary that 
“an Accessory should always rest upon an Accessory ; all that is neces- 
“sary is that it should rest upon something that helps the Action, and 
“thereby helps in its fulfilment; as we shall prove later on to be tbe 
“universal rale. And as to whether a certain thing is an Accessory 
“or not, this would be ascertained by Direct Assertion, Indirect Implica- 
“tion, ete.” V 

In reply to this, the Siddhdnti declares that even though it be possible 
for the ching in question (‘Singleness’) to be subordinate to (for the sake 
of) more than one thing (i.e. to the washing, as also to the Vessel), yet, in- 
asmuch as the Injunctive word is not capable of enjoining any such thing. 
that would be either very remote (from the Injunction), or not a sub- 
sidiary ; and as such it could not but be rejected. 

Objection: “The above arguments are not enough to prove that 
Singleness’ is uot intended to be significant. Because it would be 
“truly non-significant, if it were a qualification of the Substance. Lut it 
“has not been shown that it cannot be related to the wushiny, either in 
“the subordinate or in the principal position. 

“It has been argued above that inasmuch us the Singleness is 
"` incorporeal, it could not be purified. But that would be the case with the 
“ denotation of the basic noun ‘ graha’ also, which is the class ‘grukatva. 
“and which, as a class, is incorporeal, and as such incapable of being 
“ purified. Tf it be held that there could be a purification of the Class, 
“through the constituant Individual, then, that could be said of the 
“ Number (‘one’) alsa If the purification done to the Individual be held 
` to have been done to the Class, then the same would be the case with 
"`" Singleness’ also; as § Singleness’ serves to indicate the Individual 
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“just as well as the Cluss does. If, again, the Class bo held to be 
“corporeal, and non-different from the Individual, and as such directly 
“capable of the purification, —then, also, the same may be said with 
“ regard to ‘ Singleness ` also. 

“Tt has been argued above that what is done to the Substance 
“cannot be taken as done to the Number. But this argument applies, in 
“your case also, to tho Class as well. If you meet tha argument by 
“declaring the word to denote the Individual, then that would he a direct 

“ contradiction of the conclusion arrived at under the Akrryadhikaranu 
“ ([—iii—3 et seq.). Nor is it possible for us to have any idea of the rela. 
" tionship of all the individual vessels used at the innumerable performances 
"of the Jyotishtoma, extending over the past, the present and the future; and 
“ farther (if the application of the word rested upon a cognition of all the 
“ Individuals), then the word could not be applied for the first time tx 
“the Vessels seon to-day. Consequently it is necessary to admit of a 
“ certain generic character (inhering in all the Individuals). No such ven. 
“eric character is possible except the Olass ‘grahatva’; and being the gen. 
“ eric character, it is the Class that comes, before all, to be denoted by the 
“word, Nor can the word ‘graha’ he taken as denoting a certain shape ; 
“ because each individaal Vessel differs from the other, on account of 
‘there being a diversity in the arrangement of the constitnent parts of 
“each of them (and as such, the skapes of all not being identical, they 
‘gould not all be spoken of as ‘ graha’). Nor is there any other generic 
‘character, save the Class ‘grahatoa, which imberes in all vessels, and 
“excludes all other things. Consequently it is the Class that must be 
“ taken as denoted by the word, 

“It has been argued above that if the washing were done to the 
" Vessel, it wonld he cognized as belonging to it; and as such it could 
“never be known as pertaining to ‘ Singleness’; and cousequently there 
" would not be much use in the repetition (of the Injunction). 

“To this argument, we offer the following reply: Even when con- 
“ nected with Srvglcgegg, if the Action were of the same extent (as when 
“not connected with it), then alone could it be rejected as useless; as a 
“ matter of fact, however, we tiud that tho connection of Singleness makes 
“a great difference in the Action ;—sueh difference lying in the fact that 
“ the Action (uf washing) is dune to one Vessel only ; otherwise (if it were 
“* not connected with Singleness) every one of the Vessels would have had 
“to be washed. ‘Thus then, there being a mutual restriction between the 
" Substunce (Vessel) and the Property (Singleness), there is a distinct 
useful purpose served by the connection of Sin, gleness,—just as by the 
“word ‘arunt’ (in the previous Adhikarana); and as such it is quite 
“ possible for this Singleness to be an object of purification, ‘hen as for 
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“the fact of its being an Accessory, it has been spoken of by the author 
“of the Bhdshya himself, to be like the Property of the Pranita. 

“Nor is there much reason for holding that it is only when the 
“« Accessory rests upon an Accessory that it helps the Action, because, ns 
a matter of fact, the Accessories help to accomplish the Action, even if 
“they are incapable of being directly related with it, when they rest in 
* something thet is related to the Action, and are not connected with any- 
“thing that has no connection with that Action, Inasmuch nas the 
“ Accessories performed in that which is wholly unconnected with the 
‘Action would not pertain to (or qualify) that Action ; they always rest 
“upon something that is connected with it. hen, inasmuch as it does 
‘not make any difference whether they have the character of the Primary 
“or the Subsidiary, no attention is paid to these characters, Just as the 
‘means of accomplisiing the Action stands in need of the mention of 
“Its aumber, so also does it stand in need of the knowledge of the number 
“of the Primary action that would be helped by it; and it is on this fact 
“alone that the relationship of the two is based. 

“Then again, when tho Action takes to itself that Property which 
“helps its own Accessory, it would certainly take it up when it is fonnd 
“to exist in that which is purified by that Action. As a rule, it is the 
" Primary factor that is helped even by the Property of the Action ; and 
“tho Property does not become subsidiary to the Action so well, when 
it rests in the Accessory, as it does when resting in the Primary. It is 
“always in need of something that would help it in bringing about the 
“Primary action; and it is a great help to it to have the extent of the 
" Primary action (of washing) limited (to ono Vessel) only. Then as 
“for the purificatory rites pertaining to the sacrificer, we shall show (in 
“Adh, VI) that they lso are subsidiary to the sacrifico,—even when 
“existing apart from their nominative character, which actually forms part 
“ol the sacrifice, they fall into his character of the enjoyer of its results, 
“by making him capable of enjoying those results. And as the same rule 
“would apply to the case in question, there can be no incongruity in the 
“fact of the character of the Accessory belonying to those resting in the 
* Primary Action. 

“Such being the case, the fact of the Injunctive word being incapable 
(of enjoining the number), that has been urged by you, would apply 
“equally to the number of those that are predicated,—such, for instance, 
“as in the word ‘pagun&’ (in the sentence ‘ paçunā Iudram yjeta’). 
“ Because in this case also, we find the sentence laying down the Bhdvand 
“qualified by the substance (Pagu), the Deity (Rudra) and the Sacrifice ; 
“and then, if there were to be another injunction of the connection of the 
“gender and number, either with the Action or with the Substance, 
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“ there would be a split of the sentence. If the split be avoided by tak. 
“ing the original Injunction to be a qualified one,—then, that could be 
‘done in the ease of washing also, 

“ And the only difference in the two cases is that in the case in ques- 
“tion the ‘ Vessel’ is the uddeçya (that with reference to which something 
“is predicated), while the ` Pagi’ is an upādēya (that which is predi- 
“ cated), i 

* But this alone does not prove anything; for if the mere fact of 
“there being a difference between the two were sufficient cause for 
“ accepting the number in one as significant, and rejecting that in the 
“other as non-siynificant,—then the mere fact of the number being in 
“ the one related to the ‘ Vessel’ and in the other to the ‘Pagen, would be 
* sufficient for establishing their non-significauce and significance, 

“And further, in the very sentence in question, thongh it is the 
“washing that is enjoined (or predicated) with reference to the Vessel, 
e yet due significance is attached to the washing Cloth and its singleness, 
“ without incurring a syntactical split; and it could be the same in the 
“caso of the Singleness of the Vessel also. If you were to declaro that the 
“two cases are not quite similar, because the cloth, ete., are mentioned 
‘in a different word from the washing, while the Singleness is mentioned 
" by the same word as the Vessel.—then, for you, there could be no citing 
“of examples of Singularity; as there wonl-l always be some sort of a 
“ difference between any two cases; specially as there are no two cases 
“that are precisely amenable to the same laws and conditions. Then 
‘again, when one accepts, as significant, the property that is montioned 
“by another word,—then, how could he reject, as non-significant, that 
“which is mentioned by the same word ? 

“ For these reasons, tho Singleness of the Vessel must be regarded as 
“significant. 

“As a matter of fact too, we find that even that with reference to 
“which something is predicated is touched by Injunctions, For, if it 
“were not so, then, in the case in question, the Injunction wonld have 
“been duly carried out, even if the washing were performed «part from the 
" Vessel. 

“Jt might bo argued that the sentence could not be taken as enjoin- 
“ing the Vessel, because it has already been laid down elsewhere. But 
“that would not be correct; as the Vessel has never before been laid 
“down in connection with washing. Then, it might be urged that it could 
‘not be enjoined, becanse of its having been already laid down in connec- 
“tion with the Jyotishtoma. But in that case, there could not be an 
‘Injunction of the Animal, ete., because these are already found in the 

‘ordinary world. Then, as for the anima! not having been laid down in 
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>egunection with tha sacrifice. ~the same mieht be said of the Vessel 
-also (which las not beenelaid down in connection with washing). Then, 
vit might be urged that inasmuch as the æashing is not outside the 
‘pale of the Jyotdshtom, the fact of the Vessel having been laid down in 
‘eonnection with this latter would make it incapable of being enjoined 
by the sentence in question. But then, inasmuch as the Animal- 


e 
D 


saerifiee is net outside the limits of the world, the fact of the Animal 


D 
=< 


being found in the world would make it incapable of being enjoined ! 
“ Then again, as for the argument that the Vessel cannot he enjoined, 


‘heeause it is that with veferenee to which something else (the ashing) 


is laid down, oti is wholly unsound, beeanse Reference T June) and 
“Tajunchion (Vidhi) ave respectively totally different from ihal wrih reference 
“tu awhich something ix predicuted (Uddéeqa) and that which ve predicated 
` Copie). Because we tind that that whieh is the Tiëcn: (that with 
“poforence to whieh something is laid down) —e.g. space, time, &¢.-—is 
“often found to be enjoined; while that whieh is the Upidéya (that 
“whieh is predicated)—ee. the kiling—is not enjoined (in the sentence 


"`" parun, dee"), beewuse it has been laid down elsewhere. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question implies the 
Injunetion of the qualified mashing, the Singleness is as mueh touched by 
“the Injunction as the Vessel itself; and aa for the fact of the former 
“being the subordinate and the latter the predominant factor, -that is 
vane to the fact of the latter serving a useful purpose, which is not done 


“hy the former. 
“Then again, if is scarcely proper that there should be simultaneous 


~ 


Injunction and Non-injunction by the same word; nor would it be 
‘correct to take the basic noun ‘yraha? and the Accusative Affix as two 


distinct words, ` 


“That is to say, when the singlo word (‘graham’) is pronounced, it 


e 


` woll he highly hnproper to take it as onjoining the ‘Fessel’ (denoted 


hy the basic noun), and not the ‘Singleness’ (expressed by the Affix). 
N ov ean the affix be taken as a distinet word; heeause it is never used 
‘independently by itself, and it always appears at the end of words, and 
“not indiscriminately, sometimes before and sometimes after them (as is 
the case with words; for instance, we have ‘ghatam daayt’ as well as 
3 pn ghatam’ when both ‘duaya? and ‘yhatum’ are two distinct words). 
“Nor ean it be weed that the Affix is a word, because it expresses, or 
“brings about the cognition of, a eertain meaning. Because in that case 
the smake would also bess word, inasmuch as it denotes the existence 

Of ra And then, inasmuch as a single verbal affix is found to denote 
“mare than one meaning, we would have to take the same affix as a 
"distinet wogd, with each menuing denoted, And again, the word ‘words 


128 e 
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Dis one that is in common use in the world; and as such it cannot he 
precluded from that sense in which it is used, and which is pointed oat 
“by the eriummnatienl rules relating to it. ‘Che latter distinetly lay down 
"(hat "a word is that which ends in deelensional or conjugational affixes’: 
‘and the word is commonly used in the same sense; consequently it is the 


ee 


base and the ae du taken together, and not each by itself, that is s 
" Aal, t 

Jeven if we adimit the fact of the Affix being a word, then too, when 
you admit the objective character—which is denoted by the Aflix—to be 


‘sivmificant, vou cannot reasonably reject the significance of the zumber. 


Which also is denoted by the same affix. 

“And further, in all cases of non-significanee, the word is taken to 
bo as good as not uttered (ie, not present. in the sentence); and conse- 
‘quently until the uttered (present) word has heen assumed to be not- 
uttered (absent),~-who can set aside its denotation from the meaning 
“of the sentence in which it ocears Ë Then again, if you would reject. the 
signification of the namber, you would have to set aside the Accusative 
Affix (denoting it); and when this allix wonld be set aside, the objective 
character would also disappear with it (as there would be nothing to 
denote it); and hence the ‘Vessel’ would cease to be eognised as some- 
“ thing to be purified (by the ‘washing `). Nor could it he held to be the 
‘object. of purification, on the ground of its serving w usefal purpose in 
connection with the action; becanse in the absence of the Affix, there 
‘would be nothing that would connect it with the Action, That is to 
say, the mere basic noun ‘graha, without the Allix, could not be taken 
as bearing any relationship to the verb ‘Sammérshtc’ Consequently 
“it is absolutely necessary to accept the objective character to be duly 
significant; and thus due significance being attached to the Affix (for 
the sake of this objective character), inasmuch as there would be 
nothing to justify the rejection of another part of it (which pertains to 
the singular rember), this number too could not but be regarded as 
siynificant; and as sneh there could not be a washing of all the 
vessels. 

“ Becanse if there were a washing of all the vessels, on account of the 
" singleness not being significant, -- then, in that ease, there would be no 
“ washing of any Vessel, because of the non-sigmificance of the objective 
chiracter of the Vessel. Because in the same word (‘graham’) as con- 
“sisting of a basic noun and an affix, it is not right to take one part (the 
“ base) as uttered and the other (the Affix) as not-uttered; because these 
“two are as contradictory as Presence and Ab-ence, and as such could not 
* belong to the same word. Then again, from among a number of things, 
“denoted by their respective denotative words, we cannot, at one antl the 


nm 
e 


- 
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“same time, aceapt some and reject the rest, because that wonld be as 
k impossible as cooking only one half of the bied (and leaving the other 
half uncooked) ! 

To the above arguments, we make the following reply :— 

The puriticatory rite (washing) is distinctly recognised as pertaining 
to every oneof the Primary factors (vessels), which latter are not accepted 
to be significgue, in their subordinate character; as that would be meon- 
patible with the sense of the Accusative (whieh always signifies the 
Predominant factor). 

If the washing were laid down both for the Vessel, and also for the 
Singleness, then, inasmuch as there would be no relationship between these 
latter—beeanse they would both be uddëryas (that with reference to which 
the washing is laid down) (and as such both being predominant factors, 
they could not pertain to the same Bhavani, see Satrā WH --i--L2), = 
the Injunction would be taken as separately complete with each of 
these two; and that would entail a syntactical split. On the other 
hand, when we have many things predicated (with reference to a single 
(hing), the Action in question is cognised as one only, having ifs end in 
single Hem qualified by all the various qualifications; and hence the 
syutactical connection remains wholly intact. di is only in this latter 
ease, that all the qualifications being ander the sway of a single principal 
Ihr ug, they vum to restrick one another (as shown in the previous 
Adhikerana). Whereas when these appear as distinel eddegyas (he, when 
something is held to be laid dowu with reference to them), then they ave 
bot taken up by the Bhäranä; and hence, each being capable of taking to it. 
the Ackow in question, ib is this Action that comes ander the sway of 
these, and hence being taken np by cach of them, it comes to he taken as 
to be performed in connection with each of those qualifications ; and in 
that case the Vessel would come to be purified (by cashing} independently 
of the singleness, and the singleness would have to be purified indepen- 
dently of the Vessel, 

Thus then, if it were the Stugleness inhering in the Vesse: that were 
porttied, then, in that ease, it would be dependent npon this latter, and 
that would do away with the predominant character of both, as previously 
recognised, on the sole ground of their heing independent. af one another, 
If, on the other hand, the Singleness purified were one inherme in another 
substanee, theu it would not be known what that substance is. Because 
in the Context we do not find any other Single substance mentioned, in the 
way that the Vessel is mentioned; and even that whieh is oe: may be 
not, in reference to something else; and there is no cause for jts being 
specitlically defined; aud as such it could not be recognised as Gute, indepen- 
tantly of everything else. | 
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Objection: “That would be recognised. as one which is spoken of, in 
“the originative Injunction, by a word in the singular number.” 

Reply: That could not be; as there being many such things, it 
would be impossible to ascertain which one it is, l 

Question: “ Why could not all of these be taken as such ?” 

Answer: Not sv; because that would involve the acceptance of that 
which is not enjoined (according to you) aud the rejection of that. which 
is enjoined. For instance, if one were to stop with the purification of any 
one of these, then the purification of the others would have been omitted 
without any reason. 

That is to say, in the case of Singleness being the subordinate factor, 
when the Action (of washing) would be performed by means of the vessel 
connected with singleness, then the action would uot stand in need of any- 
thing else; and hence the Injunction would be duly fulfilled by taking up 
any one of the vessels, If again, the Singleness also were a predominant 
factor (as held by you), then, even if asingle object with singleness were 
left unwashed, that would mean tho infringement of the Injunction, in thal 
particular respect. Tf, on the other hand, this latter were also washed, then 
the aggregation of many Singles would ‘bring about a different number : 
and that would mean the abandoning of the directly mentioned ‘ singleness’; 
and hence the washing of many would involve a rejection of the enjoined. 
and the acceptance of that which is not enjoined; and Instly, it would be 
necessary to construe the verb ‘Samméarsh{i’ many times over, as per- 
taining to every one of the single things. 

If, on the other hand, the Purificatory Rinsing were laid down with 
reference to the Class, or with reference to-such other properties ag White- 
ness, etc., then, even if the action were performed with any other individual, 
that would not invelve any other Class or Property. For instance, if the 
washing be performed to the one or the other Vessel, that does not bring 
in any other Class (save the ‘ Vessel’),—as it does in the case of number 
(where a distinct number is brought up); and hence in such cases, there 
would be nothing incongruous in the repetition of the same action ou 
veference to each of the individuals of the same Class). 

Objection: “Even when all are purified, at the time of the puridoa- 
“tion of each, it is only one that is purified; and as such there would be 
‘no incompatibility (with the mentioned | ' Gingleness, oven in a 
“ with our theory ).” 

__ Reply: In that sense, the Singleness of the Vessel aiii be ae 
| significant ; and even when all the Vessels are, purified (as held by us), 
the. Vessel would be only one at the time of the actual purification.” For. 

nobody ever washes all the ‘Vessels at one.and the same time. Conse- 
. quently as, even if the Singleness were non-significant (and ge anh: ‘the 
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washing were done to all the Vessels), the Vessels would be washed one by 
one, there is not much use in attaching a special ‘significance to the 
‘ Singleness? — 
Objection: “The use of its significance would lie in the preclusion 
(or prohibition) of the simultaneous washing of all the Vessels.” 

Reply: It is not so; because, inasmuch as they would be taken up 
one by one, they could not but be washed one by one; and as such there 
would be no possibility of simultaneous washing (that could be precluded). 

‘This reply we have given, by taking for granted what the oppo- 
nent says. As a matter of fact, there is no idea of the Singleness 
independently by itself (without the substratum in which it inheres) ; 
aud hence the sentence in question giving no idea of any relationship of 
the fact, or of mere Stngleness, the Injunction is distinctly recognized-as 
pertaining to the Vessel only; and hence even though the Singleness 
might berintended to be significant with reference to other substances,-— 
yet with reference to the Vessel, it cannot but be regarded as non-signi- 
ficant. And hence it is established that all the Vessels are to be washed. 

Thus then, we must bear in mind the general rule, applicable in all 
analogous cases,---that.a Purificatury Rite is never enjoined with reference 

-to the Number. 

Further, if the Stayleness be held to be enjoined as a subordinate 
factér,—then thatewould be in direct contradiction to the rule, arrived at 
under the Saktvadhikarana ( II-i-12), that the Accnsative never denotes 
the subordinate factor. And if the Accusative were taken as not signify- 
ing the objective, and as indicating mere agency,—then in the first place, 
that would mean the abandoning of its original signification; and 
secondly, the Vessel too would have to be taken as the subordinate factor 
(because that also is mentioned by the word with the Accusative 
ending), 

If then the Vessel be taken as the primary, and the Singleness as the 
subordinate factor,—then, that would involve a syntactical split; inas- 

touch as the single word ‘graham,’ uttered but once, would have to be 
‘taken as serving the diverse functions of directly denoting the primary 
- fac ‘tor, and at the same time indirectly indicating the subordinate factor. 
| Objection: “ For the sake of the uniformity of the Accusative, the 
"` Vessel also, like the Singleness, might be taken as the subordinate factor ; 
“but the fact of its serving a useful purpose will impart to the Vessel the 
“ predominant character; and this implied predominance would not 
Gë " distarb the uniformity of the word (i.e. the expressive Accusative 
nu Afix)” 
Tothis we make the following reply : When the subordinate character 
p does. aot really exist in the Vessel, how could it be intended to be directly 
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signified P And why should the predominnhee actually inhering in it be 
held to be implied indirectly ? 

That is to say, as a rule, in all cases of the functioning of words, a 
remoter functioning is admitted only when the more proximate is found 
to be incompatible, and not merely by our wish. Hence, in the case in 
question, if we once, on the strength of the direct mention of the Accusa- 
tive, admit the predominance of the Vessel, then that would be its only 
character. If we should, somehow or other, find this character to be 
incompatible, and consequently have recourse to Indirect Indication (of 
the subordinate character), then, there being a contradiction between 
actual possibility on the one hand, and this latter assumption on the 
other,—even though it serves a distinctly useful purpose,—yet the text 
would point it out as the subordinate factor; and thus the simultaneous 
neceptance of the possibility and impossibility of its predominant and 
subordinate character would throw into complete disorder the expressive- 
ness of the word with regard to the predominance; and that would be 
putting a heavy burden upon the word. For instance, first of all, the 
predominance of the Vessel is cognized through the direct. expressiveness 
of the Accusative ;—then that is abandoned ;---and in the middle, we take 
it to be the subordinate factor ;—and then, finding this latter to be incom- 
patible, we again, in the end, conclude it to be the predominant. factor ;-- 
and certainly all this means a lot of disorder and irregularity, For even 
though the predominunce would appear subsequently, yet it would have to 
be based upon the word itself; as the mere significution of a word is not 
a means of right knowledge by itself; all that it does is to afford a gronnd 
for assuming a potency in the word, And thus your theory would entail 
a syntactical split, caused by the aforesaid assumptions (of the diverse 
significations of the Accusative), 

Further, when a word has got hold of something that is enjoined, or 
definitely known by some other means, and which is sure to come about,— 
then, that word does not appertain to anything else. That is. to say, even 
though the preduminunce of the Vessel is established by the fact of its 
serving a useful purpose,—yet, when the Accusative comes to express (or 
bring about) that predominance, even if it gets at a mere reference to it, 
it does not indicate anything else. For instance, in the sentence ‘dudh- 
 néndriyakamasya guhuyat, what the verbal root in ‘juhuydt’ refers to is 
only the Homa,—even though this is already pointed out by the Context,— 
-and it does not, for the sake of having something to enjoin, indicate any 
` other root-meaning, such as Going and the like. Thus then, what the 
` word ‘graham’ would do would be to refer to the predominance of. the 
Vessel, and to enjoin the subordinate character of Singleness ; and this 
- would lead to another Syntactical Split. And the predominance of the. 
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Vessel having been positively pointed out by the Direct Denotation of the 
word, who would be such a fool as to assume it to be implied indirectly ¥ 

In certain cases, Singleness also serves tho useful purpose of qualify- 
ing a substance ; and hence on account of Singleness the Accusative 
cannot be said to renounce its sense of predominance, Consequently on 
secountof the peculiar patency of the expressive Accusative, both (Siagle- 
ness and Pessel)smust be regarded as predominant. 

The Bhashya also must be explained as pointing to the above- 
mentioned syntactical splits (consequent upon the theory of the Purvu- 
pāksha) je 

OD eee: “What you have said might apply to the case of the 
“sentence ‘graham sammarshti’; but in the case of the sentence ‘ agnëh 
“frndni,’ inasmuch as there is no Accusative in the word ‘ agnéh,’ there 

"` wonld be no chance of any of the syntactical splits referred to above, 
“and ns such its singlene:s would have to he admitted to be significant.” 

Reply: Your argument does not affect ont: position; though the 
Genitive ending in the word shows the ‘Agui’ to be the qualifying, and 
hence the subordinate, factor, yet inasmuch as SE e is no other relation- 
ship possible (between the ‘Agni’ and‘ T rna’), the two are cognized as 
related to one another by the relationship of the whole and the part. 
hen too, because the Agni (Fire) serves a useful purpose, while the 
removal of grass (trna) does not,—therefore Aghi is cognized as the master 
of the grass; just as in the expression 'rājñahk purushah’ (the king's man), 
the Räj is known as the master of the purusha (Man). And if the case- 
ending in ‘agnéhk’ be taken to be the Ablative, then too, inasmuch as 
there would be no useful purpose served hy the Removal of the grass from 
the Wire, the Ablative would not be regarded as intended to signify the 
subordinate character; and hence it would come to be taken, through the 
exigencies of circumstances, as indirectly indicating the predominance 
of the offered material; just as is the case with the sentence ‘ madhydt 
purvdrdhacedvalyati’; aud thus Ayni would come to be recognized as the 
predominant, and the Singleness as the subordinate factor; and so forth, 
exactly as in the case of the other sentence (‘ graham, Zei), 

Then as for the word ‘trnani’ (in the same sentence), there is no 
significance attaching to the Plural number, 

So also in the case of such sentences as ‘ bhinné juhvti’ (pours the 
libation when there is a breakage), if the Locative ending (in ‘bhinna’) 
be taken as denoting the fact of both the Breakaye and the Singleness 
being the cause of their alternation and collation, &c., then, inasmuch as 
the syntactical connection would be complote with each of them, there 
would be no connection between the two. If, however, Singleness were 
takensas: tha predicated, and the Breakage as the non-predicated (ie. that 
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with reference to which the former is predicated), —then, in that case, 
though there would be no contradictory predominance and subservience 
subsisting in the same substrate, yet there would be, as before, tho 
anomaly of the same word ` hinne ` denoting both predominance (of the 
‘ Breakage’) aud subservience (of the Singleness); and then, if they be 
all taken as syntactically connected, there would be diverse ‘ Breakages,’ 
and no significance could attach to Sin: gleness, ` d 

As a rule, it is only when there is an actual want of a certain thing, 
in a sentence, that it is regarded as significant ` and as a matter of fact, 
the want that is felt is that of something that is predicuted, and of that 
with reference to which it is predicated. And in the case of this latter, 
inasmuch as all that it stands in need of is a certain relationship with 
that which is denoted by the basic noun, there is no want felt, of its 
number; as the number is known by other means. Consequently in the 
case in question, we conclude that the washiny is to be done to such 
number of Vessels as have been pointed ont by other means (the Injune- 
tions relating to the various vessels, f.i.). 

As for the various characteristics (or qualifications) of a thing, inas- 
much as the only purpose that they servo is the bringing about of an 
idea of the thing, they cannot be taken as integral parts of the perform- 
ance of the action in question. For instance, in the case of the sentence 
‘Bring in the man who is with the white dress,’ the cloth, &c., do not form 
integral parts of the Bringing; because that alone can be taken as 
the predicated, without which the performance of the action would be 
impossible; and hence in the case in question, it is the Vessel alone that 
can be accepted as the predicated. 

Here an objection is raised in the Bhashya: viz: “It is only when 
MANY are intended that we have the plural number; and the senso of this is 
that even if a thing were not intended, it could not be spoken of (by words) 
if it did not actually exist (and that if the Singleness did not exist, it. 
should not have been spoken of by the word).” 

The sense of the reply given in the Bhashya is that, inasmuch as the 
Veda is eternal, all that we can do, in its case, isto find out what it means 
as it stands ; and we cannot rightly reproach it, like an ordinary speaker, 
for having used certain words. Therefore the singular Accusative Affix 
in ‘graham’ must be taken as merely helping to make the use of the basic 
noun (‘graha’) possible for denoting the particular object (as the basic 
noun could not be used without a certain affix); or it may be taken as 
Actually expressing only the particular agency. (of the objective), and 
‘denoting the number (Singleness) as its necessary accompaniment. Just 
„AS. though the fire is lighted for the purpose of giving light, yet it burns 
wp Ha fuel also, so in the case in question, the singular Accugative'only 
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‘serves to denote objectivity, in accordance with the law that ‘the denota- 
tion of a word must be restricted to that which is the first to be expressed 
hy it.’ i 

In the case of the sentence ‘yasya purodāçau skannau &c.’ all that 
the dual number does is to point out the applicability of the enjoined 
expiatory rite, —just like the duality of the offering material. Otherwise, 
the ‘ purodāça` meant might-be taken as only that which is dedicated to 
Ayni (and in*that case the expiatory rite would apply to the destruction 
of that one Cake only), in accordance with the law that ‘the denotation of 
a word is to be restricted to that which is the most predominant’ (as the 
‘Agqnéya’ cake is the most predominant of all the cakes concerned). 

And further, zt is the Vessel that is signified by the basic noun, That is 
to say, when, as a matter of fact, however much we may look for it, the 
Singleness is not found to have any direct relationship with the action in 
question, it cannot, in any case, be regarded as significant ; and hence it 
is far more reasonable to take it as qualifying the Vessel. And conse- 
quently, even without the Singleness, there can be no deficiency in the 
Washing. Or lastly, the Singleness may be taken as pertaining to the 
Class ‘Vessel’; and as such subsisting in every one of the Vessels washed, 


Sütra (15): That which is enjoined (or predicated) is sub- 
ordinate to something else; and as such it should be taken 
exactly as mentioned in the text. 


In the case of the sentence ‘paçumālabhet, inasmuch as the Animal 
does not serve a useful purpose, and the Accusative ending in ‘pagum’ is 
not found to be significant of tho objective,—just as in the sentence 
‘suktin guhott’,—it is taken as indirectly indicating ‘agency’ in general ; 
und then there arising a question as to the particular agency meant, the 
animal comes to be recognized as Instrumental (in the sacrifice),—in 
accordance with the law that ‘that which is an accomplished entity helps 
that which has to be accomplished,’ as also the law relating to the rela- 
tionship of Substances and Actions,—and hence subordinate to it; and 
then inasmuch as the Class, the Substance, the Number and the Gender are 
always predicated with reference to the Bhavand,—and as the sentence in 
question enjoins that Bhavana alone as qualified (by those),—and as the 
apparent Inconsistency of all this would give rise to an Injunction of 
these qualifications,—there would be nothing incongruous in the syntac- 
tical connection of the various factors of the sentence. 


1% 


ADHIKARANA (8). 


ti 


[The Washing is not done to the Ladle, &c.] 


Sitte (16): “Because the Washing is a purificatory action, it 


could not be restricted in its applicability to the several 
accessories. 4 


There are two ways in which the Pūrvapaksha is put forward : 
(1) “In the case of the sentence ‘graham sammarshti,’ just like ‘ Single- 
‘ness,’ the class ‘ Vessel’ also is not intended to be significant (of the 
vessel only), but as simply pointing out the nature of the object to be 
‘‘ washed; and hence the Washing should be done to the Ladles also.” 

And (2) “inasmuch as there is nothing to justify the taking of the 
“word as explained, and as the sentence distinctly lays down the 
“ connection (of the Vessel),—the Injunction should be separated from the 
“ Vessel, being taken as laying down the Washing alone by itself (and as 
“such applicable to the Ladle as well as to the Vessel).” 

This Pirvapaksha is amenable to the same objections that have 
been urged against the Adhikarana dealing with the Avaghdia; and these 
objections are also amenable to replies similar to those given in that 
connection. 

Objection: “ In that case, the present Ge will have been 
“included in that Adhikarana; and there should be no necessity of 
“taking it upon the present occasion.” 

Reply : Certainly it should not have been taken up, if the foregoing 
Adhikarana had not given rise to the idea of the deficiencies of one’s 
intention with regard to the significance of words. As it is, however, 
being frightened away by the foregoing Adhikarana, from attaching any 
significance to ‘ SE the Purvapakshi takes everything to be non- 
significant. 

And there is yet another point of difference between the present 
Adhikarana, and that dealing with the Avaghāta : viz.—in the case of the 
_ latter, there being a difference among the various Apurods of the Angie, 
and the rest, due to the difference among the objects themselves, it is only 
right that there should be a restriction in thé applicability of ‘the 
Avaghata, Ze, ` whereas in the case in question, the action being one only, 
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—that of the Jyotishfoma,—it will be a single Aparva that would be 
helped by the Vessel as well as the Ladle; and as such there is every 
possibility of the details of these two becoming mixed up. 

The expression ‘because it is a purificatory action’ is meant to show 
that as the action of Washing is performed for the sake of bringing about 
an Apirva, it has to be repeated with every one of the principal things, 


A 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (17): There would be a restriction, because the particular 
object is directly mentioned; specially as such things are 
based upon the sole authority of the scriptures. 


The reply that is first given to the above Pūrvapaksha is just as 
rough as the Pūrvapaksha itself. It is this: If the Washing be uot 
velated to the Vessel, then, there could be no injunction of the Washing ; 
consequently it would be absolutely necessary to have another member of 
the Relationship; as there could be no injunction of the Washing alone, 
by itself. 

Or the Washing might be restricted to the Fessel, because of the 
particular Apirva that is indicated by the latter. 

Objection : " But both (the Vessel and the Ladle) are related to the 
“same Apirva; that is to say, there is a single Apdrva in the case in 
“ question.” 

Reply: Even though the Action is one only, there is no difference in 
its Apirva,—yet, because the action of Washing could not be done to the 
Fessel and the Ladle, at one and the same time, therefore, in reality, the 
two do not appear together, either in a single Action or in a single 
Aptrva; and hence we must admit the existence of distinct intermediate 
Apiirvas in connection with each repetition of the action of Washing. 
And as the form of the sacrifice would be completed, even without 
the repetition of Washing, such Repetition could only lead to trauscenden- 
tal results, 7 | 

Thus then, there being no reason for passing over that intermediate 
Apiivva which is pointed out by the word ‘graha, and as such is the most 
proximate (to the mention of Wushing),—the Washing would come to be 
restricted to the graha (Vessel) only,—just like the Avaghata &c.,—in 
accordance with the rule laid down under the Sätra III~i—10. 

And further, the significance of the ‘ Vessel’ does not give rise to any 
syntactical split Ee, as has been shown to exist in the case of the signi- 
ficance of Singleness ; and hence in the case in question, we should not he 
Jet ear by the foregoing Adhikarana, 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The measure. of seventeen cubits appertains to the sacrificial post. 


Siitra (18): Being of no use in the Primary, it would appertain 
to its Subsidiaries. 


In the sentence ‘Saptadagaratnir-vajapéyasya yüpak, it is doubtful 
what is to be ‘seventeen cubits’ in length; because (1) if the word 
‘saptadacdratnth’ be taken with ‘vdjapéyasya’, —the Injunction being 
construed as ‘saptadagdratinir-vijapéyasya’,—and the word ‘ypu’ be 
taken, somehow or other, as a mere unuvāda (merely descriptive ),—then 
the measure would apply to the shodagi vessels of the Vajapéya sacrifice : 
(2) if the Injunction be construed as ‘yd vijapéyasya sambandhi su 
saptadagaratnth,’ then also, the measure would apply to the same vessels ; 
and lastly, (3) if it be construed as "up yūpah sa saptudagaratnih, and 
the word ‘vijapéya’ be taken as a qualifying adjunct, or as a mere 
reference to the particular sacrifice mentioned in the gontext,—then the 
measure would apply to the yūpa (sacrificial post) used at the ‘ Pugu 
sacrifice’ which is one of the subsidiaries of the Vayapéya. 

On this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


“The measure is related directly to the Vdjapéya, and not to the 
“ Paçu sacrifice; (1) because the word ‘ vajapéyasya’ is immediately proxi- 
“imate to the word ‘saptadacdratnih, (2) because the Vajapéya is the 
“ principal sacrifice, (3) because the context is that of the Va@jupéyu, and 
“ (4) because of the direct denotation (of the genitive in ‘vājapēyasya, 
“which distinctly points to the Vajupéya as related to the ‘ seventeen 
“ cubits "A. 

“Thon, inasmuch as the measure of ‘seventeen cubits’ could not 
“ apply directly to the performance of the sacrifice, it is taken as applying 
“to the substance forming a part of it. And of such substance too, we 
“should take that which is directly connected with the sacrifice. Though 
-“ the Pacu sacrifice also is mentioned in the Context of the Vajapéya, and 
“ as auch the Context would not be infringed by taking the measure with 
“the Pagu sacrifice, because by being connected {with the latter, the 
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“measure would be connected, indirectly, with the Vajapéya also,— 
“ yet, inasmuch as there is a difference in the procedure of the Primary and 
“that of its subsidiaries, the process of the Pagu would not be taken in 
“by that of the Vajapéya; and as such there would certainly be an 
“infringement of the Vajapéya context (by taking the measnre with the 
«“ Pagu), Then, the genitive affix in ‘vdjapéyasya’ also directly denotes 
“ the direct connection of the Vajepéya with the measure mentioned ; 
“while for you the connection of the measure with the Pacu would be 
“ denoted by Syntactical Connection, based upon the co-cxtensiveness of 
“the ‘yzpa'’ with that sacrifice (and certainly the direct denotation of the 
“penitive is. more authoritative than the indication of Syntactical 
“ Connection). Nor is there any incompatibility in the word ‘ Vaja- 
“ meyasya’ (being faken along with the measure), which would justify 
“ your taking that word as indirectly indicating (the Page sacrifice); 
“ spebially as, in accordance with the law that ‘undue assumptions cau he 
“made only with regard to subordinate elements,’ it would be fur more 
“ reasonable to take the word ‘ yiipa’ as indirectly indicating a high vessel ; 
“and consequently the measure should he taken as applying to the hiyh 
“vessel employed at the Vajupéya sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : There are only two cases 
in which a recourse to indirect Indication could be justifiable: viz.: (1) 
When there is no other way in which the word could be taken, or (2) when 
there is a certain degree of co-existence. In the case in question how- 
ever, we do not find the word ‘yé#pak’ in any way connected with the 
High Vessel. 

One who wishes to take his stand upon the Context alone, and is 
anxious to admit of a relationship between words in closest proximity to 
one another,—-- for him the word ‘ypa’ would be wholly meaningless. It 
could not be taken as indicating the High Vessel; because there can be 
no Indication when there is no coeextensiveness between the Indicator and 
the Indicated, and when the word is capable of being otherwise taken (in 
its direct sense). 

In the case of our theory, no word has to be taken in its indirect 
Kense ; because, as for the genitive ending in ‘vdjapéyasya,’ inasmuch as 
all that it denotes is mere ‘relationship,’ there would be nothing incongru- 
ous-in its pertaining to the relationship of the Yūpa also; for even though 
this latter is not a direct accessory to the Vajupéya, yet, inasmuch as all 
that the genitive requires is that there should be some sort of help 
accorded, and it does not denote the only relationship of the whole and the 
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part (accessory), —it helps in the. Vajaper ya by helping ? in the perform- 
ance of its subsidiary, the Pagu sacrifice, 

It has been argued that, on account of the extreme proximity (of the 
word ‘ saptadagaratnif’ to the word ‘väjapēyasya’) the genitive ending 
directly applies the measure to the Vajapéya. But this would he 
the case equally with the yūpa also (because the ford ‘ yiipak’ is next to 
the word ‘ vdjapéyasya’ ; and so this latter word could be as reasonably 
taken with the word preceding it as with that which follows it). 

Thus then, the sentence being taken as an Injunction of the measure 
of ‘seventeen cubits,’ the Wen would be taken as merely referred 
to (or recalled) by the word ‘ vAjdpéyasya’; and we woulg take that 

‘yipa’ to be related to the measure, which we would find to be connected 
with the Vajapaya sacrifice; and the only such yipa is that. which is | 
employed at the Pacu sacrifice. 

In fact, there would be a doubt as to which yüpā should be taken, if 
there were a yūpa at the Vajapéya itself; but as there is none at this 
sacrifice, we have taken it to be one that is used at the Pagu. 

Then again, the measure cannot be taken as related to the Vajapéya in 
any of the following three ways: (1) eitler directly, (2) or indirectly, 
through something directly connected with it, (3) or through the yipa of 
the Vajapéya. 

For instance, (1) we have.already shown that it could uot be directly 
related to the Vajapéya itself. (2) Then, as for anything connected with 
it, there is no such thing mentioned ; as any such thing is not denoted by 
tho word ‘väājapēyasya’; as for the denotation of the word "äng, 
it is very far from the Të aud there is no yipa directly connected 
with that sacrifice. T hevefore-all that the word ‘ vajapéyusya ` could do 
would bg to Fecal the fact of this sacrifice being a quabheation, which 
is pointed out by the Context being one of that sacr ifice. 

It will be fully explained under Sitras ITI -—vii—3, 4, how, through. 
the peculiarities of the Context, the details are enjoined in connection 
with that which helps in the sacrifice that forms the subject-matter of 
that Context, and not directly in connection with those alone that are 
direct subsidiaries to that sacrifice, And as such our theory is not 
contrary to any authoritative means of knowledge. 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The*Abhikramana is subsidiary to the Praydjas alone. ] 


Sūtra (19): “In the case of the performer's qualifications, inas- 
“much as anaction cannot inhere in another action, the 
“sentence must be broken up.” 


Purificatory Actions, Substances and Accessories have been duly 
discussed; and we now proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
being? mentioned as related to another action, comes to be taken as a 
purificatory action. 

For instance, in thie case of the sentence ‘abhikraman juhoti, we find 
in the word ‘abhikrdman’ the repetitive aftix ‘namul’; and hence, there 
arising the question as to what is done by one ‘ walking round and round’ 
we meet with another word ‘juhoti,’ which points to the Prayāju, in 
whose context we find the sentence in question, And then there is a 
‘doubt as to whether the ‘walking round’ is connected with that Prayāja 
alone, or to every one of the Homas that are mentioned in connection with 
the Darça-Pūrnamāsa. 

The raising of this question, when the connection is distinctly men- 
tioned by the sentence in question, is open to the same objections that 
were raised against the raising of the question of the Arunddhikarana ; 
and in the present case also the objections are to be set aside in the same 
manner as in that connection. _ 

In the present case also, the Action is incorporeal, and its relationship 
is mentioned (just as in the Arunfdhikarana); and yet the present 
discussion is started, because the points in which the two discussions 
differ are as follows: (a) in the previous Adhikarana, it was the 
Substance that was found to be mentioned as co-extensive, and hence it 
was the relationship of that Action which is accomplished by its means, 
that was found to be the means of restricting the application of that 
Substance; while in the present case, it is that Relationship itself that 
has got to be established ; (b) in the former it was the Property, the 
method of whose connection with the action was known, that was wanted 
as the distinctive feature; while in the present case, even the Action is 
not known (with which there would be a connection) ; and (c) in the 
former case there were many other substances pertaining to other actions, 
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while in the present case, in regard to all the various Homas, there is the 
same Priest that is the performer, Consequently the present Adhikarana 
cannot be said to be a mere repetition of the Arunddhikarana. 

On the point in question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The ‘walking round’ pertains to all the Homas Because the 
“ Action, being incorporeal, is never cognized as one to be accomplished by 
“means of another action; and hence the ‘walking round’ (which is an 
“ action) must be taken as enjoined (as a qualification of the perform- 
“ ance), withont any connection with the verb ‘juhoti’ (which denotes 
“an Action). 

“That is to say, we cannot say that the ‘Homa is performed by the 
“walking round’; and hence the ‘ walking round’ cannot be connected 
“with the Praydjas. For in that case there would be the same syntactical 
“split that has been shown under the Piérvapaksha of the Arunddhi- 
“ karana. 

“The Bhāshya raises an objection: ` For the same reason the walking 

“round could not pertain to the other Homas (because these latter also are 
“ actions)’ 

“ This objection is exactly similar to that which was brought forward 
“in counection with the Arunādhikarana, and it iseto be met in the 
“following manner: Inasmuch as in the verb the Nominative is the 
“subordinate element,—(if the connection of the walking round were 
“controlled by the verb ‘juhoti’’), it would connect it with the action of 
‘Homa (and not with the performer); while as a matter of fact, the ‘ walk- 
“ing round ’ is connected with the performer (of the Prayaja, etc.), not 
“as pointed out by the verb ‘ juhott,’ but as pointed ont by the Context, 
“in which latter case he is the principal element; and inasmuch as the 
“ performer pointed ont by the Context would be that of all the Homas, 
“ there would be no incongruity in the ‘walking round’ becoming con- 
“nected with such a performer, and as such EECH to all the Homaz, 
“and not to Se Prayftjus only, d | 


SIDDHANTA. l | 
Sūtra (20): Inasmuch as it is in need of another GEN it 


must be taken along with the next word; specially as the con- 
nection of the word is not completed by what precedes it. 


C Tu any case the word ‘ abhikrtman’ (walking round) does not have all 
| ita wants (of connections) supplied, unless it is taken along with some 
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other verb. Because it does not, in any way, express the relationship of a 
substance. Consequently, inasmuch as it appears in the same sentence 
with the verb ‘ juhotz,’ ‘which refers to the Prayajas, it is cognized ns 
pertaining to these latter; and it is capable of helping them by bringing 
them into proximity with their performing agent; specially as they stand 
in need of the proximity of the officiating priest to the sacrificial Fire. 
Or, it may be that the ‘walking round’ has its connection with a sub- 
stance implied ; and as such there is nothing incongruous even in the fact 
of the performing agent being the subordinate factor. 

Thus then we find that it is quite possible for one action to help in 
the accomplishment of another action; and as such one could very well 
be spoken of as the ‘ Sddhya’ of the other. 

It is possible for the Pūrvapiksha to be put forward, not as above, — 
because in that form it is much tov palpably absurd, being based upon n 
forced. disjunction of the word ‘abhikr@man’ from the sentence,—but in 
the following form ;—‘ Inasmuch as the ‘ walking round "re laid down with 
“reference to all the Homas of the Context, that are referred to by the 
“ word ‘juhoti,’—and as there is no intermediate Context (that could take 
“in the Praydyas only),—the connection of the ‘ walking round ’ cannot but 
“he controlled by the single great Context (which takes in all the Homus) ; 
“and in this case the sense of the preceding (Purvapaksha) sūtra would be 
“ this: In the property of the agent—i.e., in ‘walking round ’—there being 
“no inherence of the action of Praydja, which could be brought about only 
“by an intermediate Context, there would be a split of the sentence, only 
“in so far as the ‘ walking round ’ would not be syntactically connected 
“with that intermediate Context.” 

Tn that case, the present (Siddhänta) sittra should be interpreted as 
follows: ‘Sakdnksham’ would refer to the intermediate Context; and 
the sense of the Siddhanta would be that the ‘ walking round’ is syntacti- 
cally connected with that intermediate Context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is aroused by the injunction of the 
Pray@jas (i.e. the ‘walking round’ is to be taken as forming part of the 
procedure of the Prayajas), And in this case, the concluding clause 
‘asamaptam hi purvéna’ would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence, but that the Intermediate Context is not completed by what pre- 
cedes—i.e., by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of the 
P ray Io, : 

And further, inasmuch as, even after the mention of ‘ abh¢kramana,” 
certain accessory details of the Prayajas are laid down, we must admit of 
the existence of the intermediate Context of the Praydjas (as otherwise 
the details subsequently laid down could not apply to them). - 
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ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The Upavita is subsidiary to the entire DarcusPirnamdeca and not to 
the Sämidhëni only.] i 


Sutra (21): In all doubtful cases, there being an interruption 
there would be a split of the sentence. 


The fact of Actions subsisting in one another having been established, 
we now proceed to consider the question as to whether such application 
of Action is controlled by the Intermediate, or by the Prime Context.. 

[In connection with the Darça-Părnamāsa the Samidhénit Mantrus 
are laid down as the seventh and eighth Anuvdkas, the Nivids are laid 
down as the ninth; and the Kamyas, identical with the Samidhénis, as 
the tenth; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacr¢ficral 
thread as to be worn on the left shoulder, passing under the right arm-pit. 
And then there arises the question as to whether the thread is to be so 
worn at the time that the person is réciting the Samidhénis, or during all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in tino Context.) In 
this, the Sämidhëni has been mentioned separately, simply with a view 
to discriminate between the existence and non-existence of an intermediate 
context of the Samidhéni. 

Objection: "7 The Context is one of the Darga- Parnamisa only ; that is to 
“say, inasmuch as all things mentioned are taken up by the Prime Context: 
“ there is no appearance of any intermediate contexts. Or again, inasmuch 
‘fas the Samidhenis indicate the Kindling of the Fire, they are distinctly 
“ recognized as serving the purpose of a visible preparatory rite; and as 
“such there can be no context of these (as they do not stand in need of 
“ anything else, wherewith they could form a Context).” 

Reply : It is not so, because in all cases, there are as many processes 
as there are verbs; and there is no obstacle in the way of the Process, put 
by the Prime Context, etc.; and as a matter of fact, neither the contin- 
gency of another Context, nor the Pers Rite, can ever set aside the 

` Process. GC 
Jost as the passages laying down the sabadia sacrifices, though 
having all their requirements fulfilled within themselves, yet, come to. be 
“connected with the passage: laying down the primary Darga-Parnamasa, 
and, yet they do not, by that connection, lose their own. charnacter,—s0,. in 
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the same manner, the subsidiary Bhdvands, though complete within them- 
selves, become connected with the final Bhavand (of the Durga-Piirga- 
mdsa); and they do not, by this subservience to it, lose their own peculiar 
characteristics. ` 

The Preparatory Rite also, serving the purpose of bringing about an 
_ Apūrvg, always stands in need of some means for its accomplishment, and 
thereby becomes related to the Coritext. In fact, even in the ease of such 
preparatory rites as bring about visible results, there is a certain trans- 
cendentalism attaching to the restriction or specialization of the particu- 
lar method of bringing abont the visible result; and thus there being a 
need of the mention of this method or process, there is an actual inter- 
dependence of the Context. And even in the case of a visible result, the 
want of the mention of the method or process does not cease; and that 
want is not supplied by any perceptible means. Consequently, it must 
be admitted that even such sabsidiaries as those in question are amenable 
to particular intermediate or subsidiary contexts. 

Thus then, though the want of a visible element is supplied only by 
a visible factor,—and hence in the case in question the Bhavana having 
bebn put forward in the form that ‘one should accomplish the indication 
of the kindling of fire,’ the question arises as to ‘by what’ it is to he 
accomplished ; and in answer we have ‘by the recitation of the Samidhéni 
‘Mantrus’; and then, to the question as to ‘how it is accomplished by this 
means,’ we have the answer ‘ by making the recitation helped by prepar- 
ing the Ear, to be capable of cognizing the letters, by means of a series of 
actions, such as the desire to speak, the effort and the striking with the 
tongue (of the various parts of the month)’;—yet there still remains the 
want to know how there is to be accomplished tle peculiar transcendental 
result pertaining to the specialization (of the particular Mantras to he 
recited); and this want can be supplied only by the scriptural injunction of 
a means that brings about only transcendental results. For these reasons 
it must be admitted that- there is a subsidiary context which connects the 
‘wearing of the thread’ with the Recitution of the Samidhéni. 

Objection: “In that case, the subsidiary context being more proxi- 
“mate (to the ‘ Upavita’), and hence more authoritative, it would distinctly 
"` point to the Upavita as connected with the Sdmidhéni ; and hence why 

“should there be any question as to its applicability being controlled by 
“the Prime Context ?” 

Reply : True, it would be so, if there were no likelihood of the connec- 
tion. of the Upavita with the Sdmidhéni being taken as to be broken np 
or interrupted) by the intervention of the word ‘ Nivid.’ 

_'. Objection: “If the connection be broken up, then there would be 
= nothing to set aside the indication of the Prime Context.” 
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Reply: It is not so; because, inasmuch as the text subsequently 
speaks of the Kamya Samidhéni, there is some doubt as to the connection 
of the Gamidhént being broken up; and hence the course of the Prime 
Context is not quite clear, 

Thus then, on the question under ee we have the follow- 
ing 


e, ` 


pURVAPAKSHA, i 


“Inasmuch as we have the mention of the ‘ Samidhéni’ both before 
“ and after that of the ‘upavita,’ the Context of the Sdmidhént must be 
“ admitted to continue all along; and as for the ‘ Nivids,’ they must be 
“taken as mentioned, either as something wholly extraneous to the 
“ matter of the Context, or as subsidiary to it. 

“That is to say, as a matter of fact we find, that in connection with 
“the Darga-Pirnamasa, the mantras mentioned as to be recited to Pashan, 
“ etc., do not break the original Context, even though they have no con- 
“ nection with it, and in the same manner the words relating to the ‘ nivid’ 
“also would not break up the context of the Sdmidhéni. Or, it may be 
“ that, through the Subsidiary Context, the Nivide also would be taken as 
" accessories to the Sdrnidhéni-recitation ; and in that case there being no 
“ intervention of an unconnected word, there would be nothing to alter the 
“ Upavita also from being taken as an accessory to the Samidhéni- 
“ recitation.” r 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the context 
of the Samidhéni is broken by the Nivids, it could not be linked up by the 
subsequent mention of the Kamya Samidhéni- Recitation. 

As a rule, the Context extends only to that extent up till where it 
perceives something capable of being used or applied in connection with 
it; and then too, it is only that which is connected with something else, 
that is applied by means of the Context, In the case in question, how- 
ever, we find that the words of the ‘ Nivid,’ through the indicative power 
of the words themselves,—for instance, the words ‘ dévéddhah,’ ‘ manviddhah’ 
etc., — distinctly appear as equal, in importance, to the Samidhéni, and are 
equally, with these latter, applied to the kindling of fire. Under the 
circumstances, if the Fire were subsidiary to the Samidhénie, then, in 
that case, through the Fire, the Négvids also would be subsidiary to them. 
If, even in the absence of real subsidiary character, such character were 
to be gratuitously assumed, then some people might, as reasonably, 
assume the Sadmidhénis to be subsidiary to the Mivids. For these reasons, 
it muat be admitted that the Context of the Samidhani does not extend 
to the Nivids. Then, as for the Kamya Samidhéni-Recitations, they 
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are, from the very words of the text, recognized as serving x desirable 
end for the performing agent; and as such these could not be taken np 
by the former Sa@midhéni-Recitation. If, again, the nivids could be smh- 
sidiary to the Samidhénis, then,—in accordance with the law of the 
‘ godohana,’ the container also being taken along with the contained,— 
the Context of the Sdmidhanis could extend to the Kamya Samidhéni- 
Recitation. And if the Kamya Samidhéni-Recitation were subsidiary (to 
the former Samidheni-Recitation, then, in that case,—as in the case of the 
mantras recited to Pūshan, ote., so here also,—we could take the original 
Context of the Samidhéni to be uninterrupted by the mention of the 
` Nivids, —these latter also being, somehow or other, taken along with it. 
As a matter of fact, however, neither the Node nor the Bong Yami- 
dhéni-Recitatton are subsidiary to the original Sa@midhéni-Recitation. 
Thus, there being no subsidiary context (of the Sämidhëni), the Upavita 
must be taken, on the strength of the Prime Context, as connected with 
all the Mantras. 

Objection: “ If the Kamya Recitation be taken to be mea after 
the Context has been stopped short (by the mention of the N7eéds), then, 
“in the case of the (Kamya) Injunction—‘ one should accomplish fame hy 
“means of the twenty-one ’—the want of the particular substratum of the 
“ number ‘twenty-one’ would remain unsupplied, if we do not admit this 
“substratum (in the shape of the Samddhéni) to be pointed out by the 
“Context; and as such the Injunction would remain incomplete. If the 
“required substratum were pointed out by Syntactical Connection, then, 
‘inasmuch as the sentence would be pointing out two relationships in 
“connection with the enjoined action (of Recitation), there would be a 
* syntactical split. Then, if this split we accepted as inevitable, and it be 
‘explained away somehow or other, then in the case of the Révuti, the 
“Varuvanti and the Saubhara also, the required substratum would be 
“pointed out by the Syntactical Connection, which would be in direct 
“ contradiction to the Siddhanta conclusious arrived at in connection with 
“these Samas. Thon if, for the sake of obtaining the required substratum, 
“ the Context were extended to the Kamya Recitation, then the Vpavita 
“also becomes taken up by that Context; and thus there are two horns 
“ of the dilemma from which you can ill extricate yourself.” 

‘Reply : In the case. in question it is not proper to take the desired 
result (fame) as following from a qualifying detail, which has its substra- 
tum disjoined by a ruptured Context; and there cannot be an injunction 
of many things, unless there is an altogether new action involved. 

That is to say, the result mentioned does not follow from the qualify- 
ing detail ‘ twenty-one’; in fact, just like the sentences speaking of the 
‘ Révati,’ ètc., the sentence—‘one should accomplish fame hy meaus of 
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twenty-one ’—lays down an independent qualified Action ; and hence, in 
` accordance with the Bhavarthadhikarana, the result must be taken as 
following from the Root-meaning (i.e. Recitation) ; thus then, the sense of 
the injunction in question would come to be that ‘ one should bring about 
‘fame, etc., by means of Recitation qualified by twenty-one’; and then, às to 
‘how’ it is to be brought about by this means, we come to understand 
that it is through the Recitation of the Samidhénis hat it is brought 
about; because the word ‘anubriyat’ is common to both (the ‘ Samdedhani' 
and the ‘ékavimeati’), and because the numbers of these two are nearly 
„the same (i.e. ‘seventeen ’ and ‘twenty-one’ respectively). And thus, for 
the independent ‘ Recitation of the twenty-one,’ the verses qualified by the 
‘number, as also the other details, come to be supplied by the previously 
laid down ‘ SGmidhéni Recitation.’ | 

Though as a matter of fact, in the present case, there is no special 
purpose served by the two being taken, or not taken, as different actions, 
yet all that we mean by the above explanation is that the sentence lends 
itself to such construction and interpretation. 

Objection: “In that case, these other Recitations (of the ‘twenty- 
“ one’), not being taken up by the Darca-Pérgumdsa, would come to be 
“done apart from the performance of these sacrifices.” 

Reply: In the first place, this argument does not set aside onr 
theory ; because even if it be as you urge, the Upavita comes to be con- 
nected with all the Recitations in question (which is all that the Siddhantu 
clings to). , | | S 

As a matter of fact, however, there could uot be an independent 
performance of the Recitations (of the ‘twenty-ono’) ; because that, in 
connection with which we find the word ‘anu’ used, becomes part of the 
Sacrifice in question; and this could not be if the Recitations (which are 
enjoined as ‘anu-briiyat’) were performed independently. For instance, 
that Recitation, which is performed before that of the Samidhénis, is not 
aubsidiary to the Sdmidhénis, just like the Nivids ; and again, the injanc- 
tion ‘anubrūyāt’ could be explicable, only if the Recitations were meant 
to be performed after (the Samidhéni-Recitation), (in connection with the 
Darva-Parnamasa), and not independently by themselves. Then again, if 
they could be performed separately, though they would be recognized as 
subsidiary to the Samidhéni-Recitation, yet they would lose their charac- 
tar of ‘anuvacanatoa’ (being recited subsequently to something), if there 

were nothing else to be recited. ae 
Bra And further, the character of the Sdmidhénis also, which is based upon 
the fact of their indicating the kindling of fire, could not belong to the 
Revitations ( of the ‘twenty-one’ ), if performed independently by them- 
„selves; because that which does not appear in the course of the perfor- 
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mance of A Sacrifice (at which alone Fire is used) conld not help in the 
kindling of fire. 

That is to say, it is abeotutel y necessary that the numbers, ‘ twenty- 
one’ and the rest, should pertain to the Sa@mzdhénis; and it is a known fact 
that these latter are so called, simply because they indicate the kindling of 
jire; and this fire too that is pointed ont by them, could only be one that 
1 used at some other action (than the Recitation itself). And thus, in 
accordance with the Sūtra 1V-i-26, entering into the Recitation, just like 
the conditions of the Primary, the original function of the Samidhénis, 
in connection with the Primary sacrifice, in the shape of the indication 
of the kindling of fire, comes Jo be applied to the Recitation of the i 
‘Twenty-one’ also; which latter, therefore, comes to be dependent upon ` 
such S@midhénis as are recited in course of the performance of the 
sacrifice. ` 

Objection: “Then, in that case, the Upavita would be connected, 
either with all the Kamya-Recttations, or only with the last of these.” 

Reply: Not so; because, the want of the process of the Kāmyu- 
Recitation being supplied by the process of the former Sdamidhéui-Recita- 
tion, laid down in the same Qontext, the Upavita could be taken as’ snb- 
sidiary to the Kémya-Recitation, only on the strength of the Proximity 
( position of its mention); and it is a known fact that this latter is much 
weaker in its anthor ity than the Context (which points out the Kamya to 
be done in the same manner as the original recitation of the Samidhéni). 

That is to say, in the case of all secondary modifications of sacrifices, 
that which is not found to have been mentioned along with the accessories 
of their originals, is not recognized as serving any useful purpose with 
regard to themselves; and as such, the Context having all its requirements 
supplied, if such an accessory were to appear subsequently, it could be 
amenable only to the authority of Prowimity. And it is a known fact that 
Proximity can authoritatively point to the fact of a certain accessory 
heing used, only when such an accessory is not found incompatible (with 
the indications of the other means of cognition, f.i, of the Context, in the 
case in question); consequently whenever there is an incompatibility of 
such an accessory with the indications of the Context, it has to be 
rejected, just like the Vidévana. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Vpavita is connected. 
as subsidiary to the whole of the Darga-Parnamdsa. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 
(The vessels of the Varana, Vaikankata, ete., belong to all sacrifices. | 


Sitra (22): Inasmuch as all accessory details are equally sub- 
servient to the purposes of something else, they can have 
no relationship among themselves. 


This Adkikarana is an exception to Adhi. 9. 
In connection with the Kdndling of fire, we find laid down certain 
‘vessels of the Väārana and the Vatkatkata wood, as employed at the 
performance of the sacrifice,—some of which are used at the Homa, 
while others are not so used. And inasmuch as these vessels have noth- 
ing to do with the actual Kindling of fire, they are, as a matter of course, 
taken apart from the Context; and then there arises a question as to the 
particnlar sacrifice at the performance of which they should be used. 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHBA. 

‘In accordance with rule laid down in Stra II]-—i-—18, we must. 
“conclude that the vessels in question are used for Kolding the offering 
“materials at the Pavamanéshti (as this Ishti, being laid down in connec- 
“tion with Kindling of jire, is directly subsidiary to it).” 


SIDDHANTA., 


To this we make the following reply :—Inasmuch as the Pavumanéshhi 
offerings are shown, by syntactical connection, to be as primary in their 
character as the Kindling of fire,—the said offerings cannot be taken as sub- 
sidiary to the said Kindling ; and hence the vessels must be taken as belong- 
ing to all sacrifices, 

That is to say, that the said offerings are subsidiary to the Kindling of 
five is shown only by the Contezt, while that they are subsidiary to the fire 
is shown by the Syntactecal Connection of the sentence ‘ yaddhavaniyé 
juhoti’ (and under the circumstances there can be no doubt as to the 
latter being the more authoritative of the two). 

Against this way of putting forward the Siddhanta, the following 
‘objections are raised: “If the sentence ‘ yaddhavantyé juhoti’ be taken 
< “as making the fire something to be purified or prepared by the Pavamana 
“ offerings, then the fire would be recognized as to be purified by means 
“of the Agnihotra ete., also; which latter are equally mentioned: in the 
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“same sentence. It might be argued that inasmuch as the Agnihotra, ete., 
“bring about distinct results, the sacrificial fire is a part of them. But 
‘in that case, of the Pavamana offerinys also, it would be a part; because 
“one and the same sentence could not speak of the same sacrificial fire, as 
“ a subsidiary part of the actions leading to definite results, and as the 
"pr imary factor of those not leading to any results; as Simultaneous 
bs Injunction and Reference, Subject and Predicate, SCH Primary and 
“ Subsidiary are irreconcilable combinations. And your theory involves 
“a farther incongruity : viz. that in one case the Locative (in ‘ Ahavaniyé ’ ) 
“is taken as indicating the objective, while in another it is taken in its 
“own original sense (of location). And further, in accordance with your 
“argument, the Viçvajit, etc., which have no results mentioned as following 
“from them, would all become subsidiaries, And all this is most undesir- 
“able and improper. Specially as the sentence lays down the ‘ sacrificial 
“ fire ‘as a well-established entity (aud not as something to be prepared 
“or purified); and in view of such actions as do not bring about definite 
“results, the name ‘ @havaniya’ is to be taken in-its prospective sense.” 
In view of these objections, some people offer the following explana- 
tions: We must admit of there being two such sentences as ‘ yadd@hvantyé 
juhoti’,—one in connection with the Pucamana offerings, and another 
independently by itself (not in connection with any particular action). 
The former of these speaks of the fire as something to be prepared, and us 
such standing in need of the preparatory rites; and consequently it can he 
taken as laying down the Pavumdna offerings, ete., which have no results of 
their own, as the required preparatory rites. And the latter may be taken 
as laying down the fire as a well-established entity, calculated to serve as 
that into which the libations of all sacrifices are to be offered, And in 
this way there can be none of the incongruities urged above. 
The explanation that we have to offer is as follows: There is uo use 

in taking all this trouble of assuming a sentence (in the shape of the second 

` yadithavaniye, etc.’) which does not exist ; specially as the incongruity is 
capable of another explanation: even if the Pavaména offerings were 
subsidiary to the kindling of Fire, the vessels in question could not belong to 
those. Because in the case of the sentence ‘Vajapeyasyn yüpah’, iuas- 
much as the Yäpa is distinctly. mentioned, it has been taken (in Sätra III 
—i--18) as belonging to the subsidiary Pacu sacrifice ; specially as even 
in this case the Genitive was found to be quite compatible. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there is no such ground for taking the 
vessels as belonging to the subsidiaries. Then again, the expression 
‘ Fajiavacara* must be taken independently by itself, as laying down 
the vessels for all sacrifices; because there is no previously-mentioned 
sacrifice:to which it could refer dee ° ; 

" äi, 
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But inasmuch as this end could be got at by means of the law 
arrived at in connection with the Recitation of mantras to Pūshan ete,,— 
there can be no use of the present Adhikaranu for that purpose. Conse. 
quently the present sütra is to be taken as supplementary to the foregoing 
Adhtkarana, added in answer to a supposed argument emanating from 
the opponent. That is to say, there arising the argument—“ inasmuch 
as the Nivids are subsidiary to the Sdmidhénis, a mention of those cannot 
interrupt or disjoin the Context,”—the sira maken the following declara- 
tion in answer: The accessory details being, etc., etc., which has already 
been explained. The sense of the declaration is that inasmuch as the 
Nivids also, like the Sdmidhénis, speak of the kind/tng of fire, they are 
equally subservient to the purposes of the Fire; and as such the one (the 
Nivid) could not be taken as subsidiary to the other (the Samidhéni). 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Vartraghni Recitation, etc., belong to the Ajyabhagus. | 


Sūtra (23): There is no connection of the meanings of 
the two verses (with the Primary). 


We now proceed to consider those cases in which the mantras are 
employed in accordance with the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned. 

[In connection with the Darya-Pirnamdsa, we find the injunctions : 
Vartraghn’ paurnamasyam, aniicyété, vrdhanvatt amavisyayim’; and 
with regard to this, there arises a doubt as to whether the duality of the 
muntras belongs to the Primary sacrifice, or to the Ajyabhagas. | 

At the very outset a question is raised as to why there should be such 
a doubt. = 

And the reply to this is that the doubt is due to the fact of the order 
of connection, as mentioned in the sentence, being found capable of being 
taken in two different ways. For instance, when the connection is 
mentioned along with the ‘ Paurnamāsī’ it remains doubtful as to whether 
it is to be taken along with the time (Paurnamasi) or with the actions 
(the Ajyabhaga, etc, performed at the time); because if the order men- 
tioned were meant to refer to the Actions, then the taking of it with 
reference to the Zime would involve an infringement of the Injunction, 
And as a matter of fact, it is only when two relationships are equally 
authoritative that they are capable of being considered as mutually contra- 
dictory,—and not when they differ on the point of authoritativeness ; and 
hence there would be equality (of the Relationship of the mantras with 
the Primary sacrifices and with the Ajyabhayas), only when the sentence 
would be taken as connecting the mantras with the Actions, and not when 
it is taken as connecting them with the Time. 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The mantras to be recited are always connected with sacrifices, and 
“never with the two points of Time (the Paurzamési and the Amdvasy@) ; 
“and hence the order mentioned must be taken as fully taken up as 
“ belonging to the Primasy sacrifices. Then again, on account of the argu- 
“ment urged in the preceeding sūtra, the four mantras in question (the two 
Ge Vartraghnis and the two Vrdhanvatis) can never be connected with 
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j Ween Hiyabhay gas (because these latter are as mid accessory to the Pri- 

‘mary sacrifices as the mantras themselves), And for these reasons, the 
“order (of the Recitation) must be taken as pertaining to the Primary 
“sacrifices, as pointed out by Syntactical connection, and not with the 
“ Ajyabhagas, as pointed out by the order of deng (which latter i is 
n werker i in its nuthority than Syntactical conmection),” 


e 


SIDDHANTA 


To the above, we make the following reply :. As a rule, the connection 
of the Primary with the Subsidiary is not desirable, when the meaning is 
not found to be so connected ; and in the case in question, we find that the 
meaning of the four mantras has no connection with the Primary sacrifices, 
Because if they were so connected, there could not be two mantras to he 
recited, when the Primary Action is one only; and further, because the 
Deities indicated in the mantras do not belong to the two Primary sacri- 
fices, 

That is to say, the Saumi-mantra (which forms part of the Vrdhan- 
vati) can not find its connection with the Amāväāsyā sacrifice; because in 
this sacrifice, Bon is not the principal Deity ; and then, as for the Puurna- 
masi also, even though Soma does appear as its Deity, yet it is so only as 
accompanied by Agni; und as such the mention of Soma alune could not 
be taken as connected with that sacrifice, as we have shown under the 
Mahendradhikarana (1I--i—13 et seq.) ; and none of the two mantras in 
question is found to be applied to Agnishomu (which is the joint Deity of 
the Paurnamāsī); because in the sentence * Puronuvdkyamanvdiha’ (found 
in connection with the Paurnamäsī), the singular number in ‘ Puronu- 
vikyam’ is significant; and as such only one mantra conld be recited to 
Agnishoma. If the seutence in question (‘Vartraghni, etc’) be taken as 
laying down the duality, never before laid down, —then there would ben 
syntactical split,--the sentence being taken as laying down the particular 
mantra, and also its duality. 

On the other hand, in the case of the mantras in question being 
counected with the two Ajyubhayus, it would be easy to take the mention of 
the times (Paurnam@si and Amūväsyñ) as restricting the application (of 
the mantras to particular Ajyabhagas), as we have already explained 
before. For these reasons, on account of the relationship of the Primary 
and the Subsidiary (between the Durga-Piirnamisa and the Ajyabhagaa), it 
is only reasonable to take the sentence in question as pointing out the Terie ; 
‘specially as it-is the Time that is first of all found to be denoted by the 
sentence, and ‘it is extremely difficult to outstri ip Time’ (as a well-knawn 
saying has it. E 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
(The Mushtiktrana, ete., belong to the whole of that which is dealt with 
in the Context. | 


Stra (24): Immediate sequence is not authoritatively 
3 expressive. 


We have just dealt with the employment of mantras in accordance with 
the order in which they are mentioned ; and now we proceed to deal with 
the exceptions to that rale. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we tind the sentence‘ Mushtim 
karoti, vdcam yacchati, dikshitamavédayati’ ; and then again, ‘ hastiu avang- 
mkt, ulaparājīnstrnāti’; and in connection with this, there arises a 
doubt as to whether the ‘ mushfikarana’ (Closing of the Fist) aud ‘ vagya- 
mah’ (Silence) simply serve the purpose of ‘ dvédana’ (Addressing the 
initiated Sacrificer) or they center into the whole of the Context? and 
similarly too, as to whether the ‘ hastãvānējana’ (washing of the hand) is 
for the sole purpose of ‘ alupurajistarana’ (spreading of the bundle of 
grass), or it pertains to all the actions performed ?] 

At the very outset of the discussion, an objection is raised :-—“ The 
“Olosing of the Fist and the Silence are the actions of the Sucrificer, while 
“the Addressing belongs to the Priest; how then can there be any doubt 
"as to the former two being subsidiary to the latter ? ” 

Reply: This does not affect the question; because of the actions 
of the Priest also the Sacrificer is the directing agent; or, it may be that 
the former two are taken as subsidiary to the action of being addressed 
(which of course belongs to the Sacrificer). 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ [On account of immediate sequence, we must take the Closing g of the 
“ Fist and the Silence to be for the sake of the Addressing, and the e 
"o the hand to be for the purpose of the spreading of graag ] 
<“ Objection : ‘How is it that the immediate sequence operating both 
“ ways, it is the preceding (Closing of the Fist and the Silence) that are 
“ taken as- subsidiary to the following (Addressing), and not vice versa ?’ 
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“To this some people make the reply that it is with a view to show 
“the doubtful character of the situation, that whut is mentioned first is 
“taken up as the subsidiary, simply because it happens to be mentioned first. 
“ But the fact is that in the case of all Bhdvands, at the very outset, there 
“always arises œ desire to know what would be accomplished by that 
“ Bhavana; and in all cases that which is found to be mentioned first, is, 
‘owing to its place in the text, always taken as answering the said desire. 
“ Couseqnently, as soon as therearises a desire to know what is to be done by 
" means of the Olosing of the Biet and the Silence,—we are met by the next 
“ sentence ‘ dikshituma@védayati’ ; and we have no ground for not accepting 
“this ‘@védane’ (addressing) as that which is to be done by the former 
“two; specially as this Addressing too can, subsequently, be assumed to 
“be capable of serving a distinctly useful purpose. Consequently we 

“must take the former two to be for the sole pur pose of this Addressing. 

“In the same manner, the Washing of the Hand is for the purpose of 
“ the spreading of the bundle of grass,—the word ‘ tiluparajistarana’ meaning 
“the spreading of long grasses in the middle of the long altar. 

“ As a rule, Capability, Subsidiary Context, and Syntactical Connection 
“are more authoritative, in the matter of application of the accessory 
“details, than the Prime Context. Consequently in all cases, that which 
“is mentioned first must be taken as serving the purposes of that which 
“is mentioned next after it. : 

“Then as for the Closing of the Fist and the Silence, the former is not 
“taken as being for the sake of the latter, or vice versu, because they are 
“not capable of being taken as subsidiary to each other; specially as both 
“serving the purpose of bringing about the attentiveness of the sacrificer, 
“ tbey do not stand in need of each other. Consequently we cannot neglect 
“this inherent incapability, and proceed with farther assumptions.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


-To the above, we make the following reply: (1) We donot find any 
yyntactical connection between the Olosing of the Fist and the Silence on the 
one hand, and the Addressing on the other ; (2) as for Oupability, it applies 
equally both ways; and (3) as for the desire of any intermediate process, 
we do not find any appearing, at the time. 

That is to say, (1) the two verbs could not be syntactically EE 
until there were some word denoting such connection; and so -there is 
no syntactical connection in the case in question that could set: aside: the 
significations of the Prime Context, (2) As for‘capabslsty, it is as appli- 
cable to the Olosing of the Fist being taken as belonging to all the actions, 
as to its being taken as belonging to the Addressing alone ; in fact, it is 
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more reasonably applicable to the former ; because the need of attentive- 
ness (which is brought about by the Olosing of the Fist and the Silence) is 
more urgent, when there are many actions to be performed, than when there 
is only one such action as Addressing, which could be done somehow or other 
(even if no special steps were taken by the sacrificer to secure attention). 
(3) As a matter of fact, in the case in question, there is no intermediate 
context (that could set aside the indications of the Prime Context). For 
when there isa deficiency in the process of the former action, then the latter 
becomes its subsidiary ; as a matter of fact, however, this is not possible ; 
because the object to be accomplished by the Bhavana is yet only incom- 
pletely known (and as long as the object is not fully recognized, there can 
be uo desire to find out the process of its accomplishment. Nor could the 
want, even if it had arisen, be supplied by the latterly-mentioned action. 
hecause the use of this Jatter has still to be ascertained ; and so this latter 
also would stand in need of another action; and so on and on, till we get 
to the Primary Action itself. 

Objection: “If it be so, then, whenever we would have, in the 
“middle of a context, some sentence laying down the connection of a 
“certain accessory detail with a definite desirable result, then, all that 
“would follow after that would have to be taken as auxiliary to that 
“ accessory detail, and could not reach the Primary Action; because in such 
“a ease the intermediate context will have been an accomplished faet.” 

Reply: lf the two accessories mentioned in the sentence (viz., the 
(losing of the Fist and the Silence) were known as belonging to the Address- 
ing, then there could have been an intermediate context between those two 
and the Addressiny. While as for the Process of the Primary Action, it 
operates on all sides ; and leaving only that which happens to be connected 
with something else, goes on to the very end (of the context),—as we have 
already shown under the Anushanyadhikurana (TI—i —48). 

Objection: "In that case, there is a total annihilation of all Inter- 
“ mediate or Subsidiary Contexts.” 

Reply : In a case where the subsidiaries of actions, mentioned in the 
text of another Action, have been known by means of Direct Assertion, 
or by that of the Indicative power of words, or by Syntactical Connection,— 
it is by these alone that an Intermediate Context is admitted by the law of 
Sandamgea. 

That is to say, inthe case of the Prayājas, we find. that a fow of their 
accessories are laid down in one place, and then after some brenk are taken 
up again ; and hence in this case we admit of an intermediate context extend- 
mg from the former mention of the details to the latter (just in the manner 
of a clip which connects a number of separated things). Otherwise there 
would be a great uncertainty as to the details,—all the auxiliaries being 
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capable of being taken as auxiliaries to onè another. Ina case, however. 
where there is no such subsequent mention .of details, all that is mentioned 
must be taken as pertaining to the Primary Action. Then, as to whether 
they would pertain to the Primary, by itself, or as together with all its 
subsidiaries, that question will be dealt with under Sutras III—vii—1 et 
seq E 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Closing of the Fist, etc., must 
through their capability be taken as belonging to the Primary Action 
together with all its subsidiaries. 

If we had such words as ‘ ävēditum ’ and ‘ starctum’ gees in that case, 
the Closing of the Fist, etc., and the Washing of the Hand could be taken 
as syntactically connected with these words, in accordance with the 
stitra ‘tumunnavulau kriydyam kriyarthayam’ (Panini, I1I—iii—10); and 
then alone could the Closing of the Fist, etc., and the Washing of the Hand 
he taken as belonging to the Addressing and the Spreading of the grass 
respectively. As, however, we have no such words as ‘ dveditam,’ ete., the 
actions in question must be taken as belonging to all the actions in question. 


Sütra (25): Also because the sentences are complete in 
themselves. 


That is to say, there is a further reason for rejecting the signification of 
immediate sequence: viz., that each of the sentences ugder consideration 
has all the marks of a complete sentence, when taken singly, and not. 
when taken collectively ; hence also, the actions in question cannot he 
taken as subsidiary to one another, 


ADHIKARANA (Inn 
(The Quartering belongs to the J ynéya Cake ouly.| 


Sutra (26): “The auxiliary, connected with the Accessory 
“Detail, should be taken as common to fall; specially as 
“there is no mutual relationship among them.” 


We have spoken of the application of accessory details, in accordance 
with the order in which they are mentioned ; and we now proceed to 
consider whether that application is possible to a part also, or only to the 
whole. 

"In connection with the Darga-Parnamisa, we find the sentence,— 
‘Ayneyam caturdha karoti’) ; and with regard to this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether the ‘ caturdhakarana’ (Qnartering) is to be done to 
the Aynéya cake only, or to the Aguishomiya and Aindrayna cakes also, 

On this question, we have the following 


S PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Quartering applies to the Agnishomiya and Atndrayna cakes 
‘also. Becanse the mention of a single Deity (igni in + Agnéya’) is 
“capable of indicating the two Deities (Agni and Soma, and Indra and 
“Agni); just as in the Manota, the ‘ Agni’ indicates the connection of 
“both Agni and Soma, 

“Though Agni is not the proper Deity of the Aynishomiya, yet it is not 
‘wholly unconnected with it; and it is the presence of the Deity, and not 
“the actual fact of its being the Deity, that is the basis of indicativeness ; 
“nor in the case in question, is Agni inseparably connected with the 
“action of Quartering ; and as such much significance cannot be attached 
“to the specification of ‘Agnéya’; and all that this can be taken as doing 
“is to indicate (the presence of Agni); nor are the indicative factors to 
“be taken exactly as they are mentioned ; for instance, the ‘two cakes ? 
“ave taken as indicative of the time intervening between the Upameuyayas ; 
"and again in the case of the mention of the ‘ P&tiivata,’ no significance is 
“attached to the specification of Tvashtr ; and lastly, even in ordinary 
“ parlance we find that the mother of Dittha and Davittha is spoken of 
“as the ‘mother of Dittha’ (similarly the eake dedicated to Agni and 
g Soma can be spoken of as ‘ Agnéya’). 
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“ Thus then, there being no necessary connection between Indication 
“and Actual functioning, the name ‘ Ägnëya’ a’ becomes equally applicable 
“to the Agnéya, the Agnishomiya and the Aindraynu cakes, 

“Tt is with a view to this that the Bhashya has construed the sütru 
“as that, ‘inasmuch as there is no mutual relationship among these, there 
“ would be no injunction.’ In fact we often find such things to be spoken 
“of as applying commonly to many; as for instance, in the: case of the 
“ Prigitra.” 


SIDDHANTA., 


Sutra (21): There should be a restriction; as the actual 
signification is connected with the word; because the indi- 
cative power is connected with such meaning; and as for the 

_ Subsidiary text, it serves the purposes of indication. 


Just as in a previons Adhikarana, we have found that the Ladles arc 
not indicated by the mention of ‘ yruhu’; so in the same manner, in the 
case in question, ‘ Aynéya’ cannot indicate the cakes dedicated to twe 
Deities (the Agnishomiya or the Atndrfigna). 

It has been shown above that that with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down must be regarded as significant, And as a matter of 
fact, that the character of being the ‘ Agnéya’ does not belong to the 
Agnishomiya and the Atudrdgna cakes is shown by the fact that the word 
‘ Agnayu’ does not signify tue mere presence of Agni; what it does signify 
is the Deific character mentioned by the nominal affix, and the mention 
of ‘Agni’ is merely by way of qualifying that deific character. That 
to which certain offerings are made is the Deity; and as a matter of fact, 
the cake that is dedicated to two Deities (Agni and Soma) is not offered to 
Agni alone; as that which has been known as pervading over two, cannot 
be spoken of by means of one only ; hence either the Agnishomiya or the 
Aindragna could not be spoken of as the ' Agnéya.’ 

Then again, in the word ‘ Agnéya,’ the indicative power belongs to 
the signification of the Nominal Affix; and according to Pāņini’s rule 
(IV -i-82) nominal. affixes are applicable to ouly such words as are capable 
(of direct denotation); and for this reason the nominal affix cannot be 
taken as appertaining to the word ‘Agni’ as forming a PER with 
‘ Soma,’ and as such not being (by itself) ‘ capable,’ 

That is to say, that alone is spoken of as ‘ Aynéya,’ which belongs to 
“: Agni alone, independently of all other Deities ; ; and certainly that which 
2g dedicated to two Deities is not one that is dedicated to Agni:alone. E 
for this reason (at the deifio nominal affix is not applied:to the word 
= * Agni’ when it occurs in such compounds as ‘ Agnishoma’ and the like: 
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and as such the nominal affix in the word ‘Agnéya’ does not signify the 
deific character of Agnishoma ; l nue that wher ‘oof Agni alone is the 
Deity is always spoken of as ‘ Agn&ya.’ 

Then as for the corroborative instance of the Praectra that the Pūrva- 
puksha has brought forword,—in that case the subsidiary mention of the 
‘ Agnéya’ is meant to be indicative of a particular place. That is to say, 
the general sentence having pointed out theperformability of the Praeitra- 
eadana (cutting of the Pragitra cake) in all places, what the subsequent 
sentence ` dgnéyusya mustakam virujya, etc,’ does is to lay down the parti- 
cular breaking up of the head of the cake ; and thus there is no similarity 
hetween this and the case in question. 


Some people take exception to the Adhikaranu presented as nhove. 
They argue as follows: “ Kātyāyana has distinctly laid down the rule 
“Savigeshadubhau vä’ (which makes the name ‘ Agnéya’ applicable to 
“both (Agni and Soma) also. And the rule has been laid down by him 
“iu accordance with a passage that he met with in the Catapatha Brith- 
“manu—viz., ‘tancaturdha kriva purodagam varhishadam karoti’ (which 
“peaks of " puroddaga’ in general as quartered ).” 

To this we wake the following reply: It is quite true that we have 
the above text speaking of the Quuarteriny as applying to all cakes in 
gencral; but it is restricted to particular cakes by means of passages found 
in other Rescensional Texts. 

It might be argued that—“ in the case of the Pragitra also we could 
take the subsequent sentence as restricting the former general Injunction.” 
But this is not possible; as the sentence speaking of that is meant to lay 
down an accessory detail ; i.e, the expression ‘having broken the head ` 
distinctly lays down such a detail with regard to the head; and as such it 
is incapable of restricting the preceding general Injunction ; in the case in 
qnestion on the other hand, the sentence ‘ Agnéyam, etc.,’ makes the repeti- 
tion without mentioning any accessory detail; and as such it is quite 
capable of restricting to itself the general Injunction (of Quartering). 

It might be argued that—‘“ inasmuch as the texts (in different 
Rescensions) are far remote from each other, there could be no such restric- 
tion.” But this.cannot hold ; because of the general law that ‘ that which 
18 connected with something else, through its meaning, is to be taken along 
with it’; and hence the general rule always goes forward to meet the 
special ; and as soon as it has met this latter, it becomes restricted to that 
particular case. 


Qr the Catapatha text tou above may be taken as merely referring 
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to the previously mentioned particular cake by the general word ‘ puro- 
daca,’ for the purpose of enjoining the ‘ varhishaudatva’ (the laying on 
the grass), And if this laying on the yrass also be found to have been 
laid down previonsly, then the text may be taken merely as laying down 
the order of the performance (e. the laying on the grass should be Der, 
formed after the Quartering has been done). 

Thus then, it is established that the Quartering is to be done to the 
Aynéya cake only. i 

The sentence in the Bhāshya— If there were no cake dedicuted to Aqui 
alone, then for the sake of saving the word from meaniuglessness, we could 
have taken it to signify that which is dedicated to two Deities ’-~is an 
explanation of the sūtra clause—‘ lakshaniirtha gunacrutik’; the sense of 
this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni alone, then, as in the 
case of the Manotd, so here also, the word ‘ Agué’ could be taken as indi- 
cating hoth Agni and Soma; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Agni’ 
would, in that case, serve the purpose of this indication of both. Asa 
matter of fact, however, there ts a cake dedicated to Agni a'one: and hence 
it is to this cake alone that the Quartering is to be done. 

Though it is trne that the indicative factor is not connected with the 
action (of Quartering), yot until the thing in question is indicated by it, 
it cannot be comprehended; and consequently we accept that cake which 
is dedicated to Agni alone. | 


Thus ends the First Pada of Adhyaya TIT. 


ADHYAYA III. 
PADA IT. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Mantras expressive of Chopping apply to the Primary, | 


Sutva (1): Inasmuch as the auxiliary character of the Mantra 
would be based upon the meaning expressed by it, the connec- 
tion of the Mantra should be with the primary meaning; as 
it is with this that it has eternal connection. 


We now proceed to deal with the application of Mantras in aecord- 
ance with their own ‘Tanga.’ By ‘Linga’ is meant the capability of 
the Mantra to signify something; and asa matter of fact, this capubility 
is sometimes fonnd to pertain to the direet primary, and sometimes to the 
midlireet secondary, meaning, And hence in the case of Mantrus, it is 
doubtful whether they are to be nsed in their primary sense, or in the 
secondary one. 

Some people, labouring noder the impression that there is no second- 
ary meaning of Mantras, have put the question: "7 What is the Primary, 
und what the Secondary ?” 

In the Sutras I --iv-—-23 et seq. we have taken for granted the exis- 
fence of the secondary signification as an established fact, and then 
considered the various bases of snch signification, which have been shown 
to be incapable of abandoning the Primary signification - and hence the 
discussion that we are taking up now (wherein we are going to establish 
the existence of the Secondary signification) must be taken as really 
preceding the Sutra T—iv —-23, 

The answer to the above question, given by the Bhashyu, is as fol- 
lows: The direct denotation of the words of the Mantra is the‘ Primary’ 
or “ Mukhyu,” hecanse, like the face, t mukha’ of the human fortus, it is the 
tirst to appear ; and the ‘ Secondary ’ or “ Goin" is that which is implied by 
that denotan ; it is called “ Gauna” because it is due to the presence of 
a certain. property or ‘Guna.’ The above interpretation of the word 
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' Mukhya’ is also supported by its etymology—the word being formed as 
* Mukha—ya,’ in accordance with the Sūtra (Pānini V—iii—103),. the 
affix denoting s¢miluraty (hence ` Mukhya’ is that which Di similar to the 
‘mukha or face). 

Against these SE the opponent raises the itive objec- 
tions :— a 

“ Inasmuch as the wand is denoted by the word | qabda,’ it would 
“apply equally to all meanings of words. That is to say, it is absolutely 
“impossible for the property of one thing to appear in another; and 
“hence the ‘guuna’ or ‘secondary’ cannot be explained as due to the 
“appearance of a property, Thus then, whenever a word is uttered, if a 
‘certain meaning is found to be expressed by it,—either directly or in- 
“ directly—it inevitably leads to the assumption of a corresponding expres- 
“sive potency in the word; and whether the meaning be the direct or the 
‘indirect one, it is, in either case, uninterrupted by any other meaning ; 
“and as such, being the first to be comprehended, it must be called 
**mukhya’ or ‘Primary’ (and thus all meanings are equally mukhyc). 
“ Having disposed of the definition given in the Bhéshyn, wo proceed to 
“consider the other definitions. 

“Some people explain the terms as follows:—‘That is the Mukhya 
“e which is denoted by the word independently of all supernnmerary 
“‘additions, ‘That is to say, in all cases, a definition ix that which serves 
“tto differentiate a thing from others; and there is no doubt that the 
‘“gauna or secondary meaning is that which depends upon something 
“telse, For instance, the word ‘Agni’ by itself denotes Fire; but it does 
“< not, in the same way, denote the Boy (in the sentence Aynirmdnarakah 
“ta Boy is fire); and the only reason for this is that in the denoting of 
“tthe Boy, the word Ayni depends upon its proximity to the other word 
“< amängngka, Even in a case where no second word is found, the opera- 
“t tion of the word found is always aided, in its indirect signification, by 
“some other word. which, though not expressly mentioned, is implied by 
“(the context, ete., and thus such cases are also included in the aforesaid 
“c definition; because in both cases, there is the common basis of the 
rr signification of the word, in the shape of a certain property or guna.’ 

“ But it is not so; because even in the case of secondary signification 
“that you have cited, all that the proximity of the second word does is to 
“ bring to light the meaning of the first word ; and thus the second word 

“being only an illuminative factor, the definition of ‘ Makhya’ is Sei in- 
“ applicable to that case. 
_: © That is to say, though the eye ‘stands in need of light dëst Ge is 
“ universally acknowledged to be its object ; and though the Primary mean- 
` Sing stands in neod of a due perception of the letters composipg the 
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« word, their order of sequence, their accompanying vowels, and a due 
«remembrance of the various relationships of the word,—yet it je 
u acknowledged to be the Primary meaning ; and in the same manner, the 
‘xecond word cannot be required as a necessary element in the signifi- 
s cation of the meaning, unless it has the requisite potency ; and even if it 
i were required, it would be required only as an illuminative agent; und 
“thus, *taking the place of the method (of signification), it could not 
“deprive the meaning of its Primary character, ‘Thus then, even with- 
“out the second word, the meaning of the first coutinues intact; but for 
“some reason or other, it is not duly manifested (to be comprehensible) ; 
“just as the word "gë is not quite directly comprehended as denoting 
“the * Harth,’ l 
“If you deny the illuminative character of the second word, and 
“take both words to be equally expressive of tho meaning in question, 
"on thg ground that the expression ` agnirmāņnavukah ` is always found to be 
“expiessive of that meaning; then in that case, the meaning in question 
“would have to be accepted as expressed by the. two words taken collec- 
“tively, —and as such the expression would be similar to the compound 
“word agvakarna (denoting a plant); and on that account, each of the 
“component words (both ‘ayni’ and‘ ma@navuke’) would have to he 
“sxecepted as herein used in their secondary meanings ! | 
“As a matter of fact, however, the meaning in question could not be 
“taken as expresstd by the two words collectively ; ; because, from con- 
“ comitance as well as non-concomitance in usage, we find the two words 
“having two distinct meanings. Two words are known as one compound 
“word ouly in a case where the meaning of the component parts is 
“completely set aside, and the parts themselves are cognised as insepa- 
“rable. In the case of the expression ‘ Aqnirmanavakak, however, we 
“find that while the word ‘Agni’ expresses something yellowish and 
“bright, the word ‘ Mdnavaku’ denotes a wholly different thing, a 
“ certain aggregate of physical matter; and as such both words, expressing 
“ something distinct, are found to be used in their primary meaning. 
“Some people, however, with a view to show, by means of the deno- 
“tation of each component part, that the two words form a composite 
“ word, offer the following explanation: ‘That the Mdnavaka is bright, 
‘is the meaning of the sentence (agnirmanavakak), in which the elements 
“ of the denotations of both component words are perceptible; just as in 
“the case of the expression blue lotus; and as such that meaning is 
“ fonnd to be expressed by means of the meanings of the component 
D words; and hence with reference to the words themselves, it cannot but 
“be regarded as secondary (yanna),’ , 
“ Bnt we reject this view also, for the following reasons: The meaning 
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“in question could be taken as that of the sentence, if the Agnitva and 
“ Mänavukatvu had inhered in a single substance, as in the case of the 
“expression blue lotus, the blueness and the character of lotus both in- 
“ here in the individual lotus before us. As a matter of fact, however, 
“we find that the word ‘aynik’ cannot be taken in its primary sense of 
“ agnitea (as this does not inkere in the Boy); nor can you hold it to be 
“directly siguificant of bright yellowishness; because that would bring 
“you over to our side; hence the meaning in question cannot be 
“ regarded as that of a sentence. 

“ Consequently it must be admitted that the functioning of the ward 
vr Agni’ is exactly of the same character, with reference to fire, as also 
“with reference to the brightness of the Boy; and heuce both these 
“ meanings should be regarded as equally Primary. 

“Tn the Bhashyu we have the sentence — agnigaubdo mainavakasya abhi- 
“+ digig ": and the genitive in " méénavakusya? denotes the connection of 
“the Boy with Brightness, and not that with the denoting word (‘ aqnd’). 
“ Because, in the first place, the form of the Boy is not cognized from 
“the word ‘ayni, and second'y, because if the two words were wholly 
“synonymous, the two could never have been used at the same 
“ time, 

+ The following reasoning might he bronght forward: ‘Phat which 
“as well known as the denotation of a word Ce tts Primar y meaning, ete., ete. 
«That is to say, not taking into consideration the operation of the 

“second word, we shall admit, as the basis for declaring the Primary and 
pr Secondary character of meanings, the fact of their being well or 
‘not well known (respectively), on Raich fact is based the use of the 
“ companion word (in such sentences as agnirmanarakuh).,’ 

“To this argument, we make the following reply: The prasiddhi 
“ofa meaning consists only in its being comprehended, and nothiug more 
«or less; and hence the differentiation of the Primary and the Secondary 
“ cannot very well be said to be based upon that. 

“ Our opponent next proceeds to show that the required differentia- 
“ dion would be madeon the ground of the greater or less extent of the 
“ use made by the speaker, in consideration of the greater or less know- 
“ ledge of the person spoken to; and to this effect he makes the follow- 
“ing declaration: ‘ That which is most used ete., etc.’ 

“© And to this we måke the following reply: Ifa certain denotative 

“ potency of a word has been once recognized, if cannot be rejected, 
‘even it be found to be used very little; aud hence there cannot be any 
` difference between the greater used and the less Gäre In this oongër- 
“'tion also we can cite the example of the word ‘go,’ which is accepted 
© as equally primarily expressive of the Cow and the Earth, though it 1s 
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t very SE more Wedi in ae Gemeng sense than in the lation To this 
ty fect, we have a proverb: ‘We appease our hunger mostly by means of 
bread, and only seldom by means of sweetmeats; but that does not 
“make the bread the primary and the sweetmeats the secondary (means 

“of appeasing hunger). ” 

Wenow proceed to show the difference ee the Pri mary and the 
Secondary meatfings: Though there is a coextensiveness of the meaning 
of the word ‘agni’ with the manavaka, yet, in accordance with the rule 
arrived at in connection with the word ‘arund,’ as we find that there is 
a denotation (by the word ‘ Agni’) if there is some similarity (hetween 
that and the Boy), and none when there is no such similarity,—and also 
that the word (‘Agni’) is used also in connection with things other 
than the Boy, when such things are found to have some sort of a similarity 
with it, and not in connection with those that have no such similarity,— 
it is tls similarity (to, Agni) that is the necessary qualification; and as 
such it is this similarity that is the first to be denoted by the word 
‘dyni’; then inasmuch as the similarity to Agni cannot be cognized until 
the Agni or Fire itself is cognized, the Fire comes to be expressed even 
before the Similarity ; and all the rest (in the sentence ‘agnuirmanavekah’), 
heing indicated by the relationship of that Similarity (which indicates the 
Boy as qualified by it), does not come to be spoken of as directly expressed, 
being, in this matter, just like the Individual (which is held to be indicated 
as the correlative of the Class which is denoted by the word). And we 
have already explained that there are various common properties—such 
as brightness etc.—belonging to the Fire and to the Boy, 
| Thus then, there being an actual difference between the Primary 
and the Secondary, it becomes necessary to proceed with the question 
started in the present Adhikarana. 

Thus then, together with the three alternatives of the secondary 
character spoken of under Sutra I—iv—23, there are nine snch alterna- 
tives as follows: (1) Indicating something after wholly renouncing its 
own meaning, (2) a mixture of both, (3) assumption, (4) operating with 
the help of a companion word, (5) the two words taken together as one 
composite whole, (6) the whole taken as a sentence, (7) the lesser extent 
of its knowledge, (8) the lesser extent of usage; having shown the 
impossibility of admitting any of these eight alternatives, we have 
established (above) the ninth definition of the secondary character.. 

On the question star ted, we have the following 


ae nA NEE PURVAPAKSHA. 
"E Gagn as the word is always subservient to something else, 


“ both tbo Primary and the Bee meanings, are equal; because. 
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nothing more is gained by the direct denotation of a word. The advan- 
“ tage gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
* the Darga-Pirnamdsa, certain mantras with the word ‘ Pashan,’ we do 
“ not find it necessary to remove these mantras to another sacrifice, even 
“ though there is no such deity as Pashan in the Darça-Pūrnamāsı ; 

“because the word ‘ Pishar’ indirectly indicates Agni, which is a Deity 
“at that sacrifice; while if any preference were to beeshown to the 
‘ direct denotation of the word ‘ Pishan,’ thenit would be necessary to 
“ remove the mantras from the context in which they are actually men- 
“tioned in the Veda. In the same manner, inasmuch as the word 
mr Agni’ would indicate the.‘ Sdrya,’ the Injunction (that ‘the ectype is to 
“ be performed in the same way as the archetype’) would be duly fol- 

“lowed, even without changing the words of the mantra De the Sauryi 
“ caru is a modification or ectype of the Aynaya caru, and the mantra laid 
“ down for the latter being ‘agnayé tva etc.’, when one comes to offer the 
“ Saurya caru, he employs the same mantra; but as the Deity is not 
u Agni, but Siirya, in this case he changes ‘ Agnayé tvā’ into ` Suryayn 
“ tea’; and this change would not bè necessary according to the Pūrvu- 
“ paksha, asthe word ‘ Agni’ would be as significant of Sérya as of Agni).” 


SIDDHANTA, 


To the above, we make the following reply : Mantras become auxili- 
aries to sacrifices, only on account of their capability of expressing cerv- 
tain meanings; and when they have this purpose served by their direct 
Primary meanings, the acceptance of their secondary meaning wonld in- 
volve the necessity of assuming another text. 

That is to say, in accordance with the law laid down under the Sūtra. 
IIl—i--31, the Mantras, even in their direct significations, lead to the 

assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally aban- 
dons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts. And even while the mantra indicates the secondary meaning, 
if it denote, beforehand, its primary meaning also,—then, inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, all the 
requirements of the mantra, of the sacrifice in question, as also of the 
Injunctions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been fulfilled by 
that text; and hence there would be no ground for assuming: any other 
_ text; and the mantra could not be applied in its secondary sensé.: i 
_ Further, the recitation of the manira. having its purposes ‘fulfilled 
{by its primary meaning), there would be nothing with ite indicative 
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„power wnsuppressed, which could point to its ce meaning; and 
henee the secondary meaning is rejected, ` K 

Then again, in n case SE it is the secondary meaning that is 
desired to be conveyed, why should the primary meaning be also signi- 
tied 2? It cannot be urged that this latter is signified, as without this the 
secondery would not be possible; because this latter could be got at by 
means of due pondering, etc. | 

If the two meanings were taken as optional alternatives, then, there 
being no permanence attaching to any one of them, in one case, tho 
mantra would be wholly meaningless ; and if the primary meaning were 
never lost sight of, then that would be a tacit admission of our view of the 
question. 

And further, when the primary meaning of the mantra has been 
duly cognized, it is not right to make it expressive of any other meaning ; 
specially as the laying down of the mantra has its purposes served by 
its primary meaning. 

Thus then, the sūtra should be interpreted as follows: Inasmuch 
as the auxiliary character of the mantras is based upon their capability 
of expressing a meaning, they could be counccted only with their original 
(primary) meanings; becanse that is the meaning with which they are 
eternally and inseparably connected. 


Stra (2): The Mantra, being a sanctificatory agent, could not 
apply to that which is not enjoined. 


That the mantras of the Darga-Pirnumasa do not apply to Püshan, 
ete, Which are not enjoined as its Deities, is only reasonable; because all 
sunetifications appertain to that which has to be sanctified; and hence the 
indicative power of the mantra, which is more authoritative than the 
context, would make it applicable to Pashan etc. and not to the Deities 
of the Durga-Pairnamasa. 

Question: “When these mantras have been removed from the place 

“tn which they are mentioned in the Veda, how could they be connected 

“with any Vedic actions? How too could the Indicative Power of the 

“mantras pertain to the Deity only, in the absence of an indication 
“of their general applicability as subsidiaries to sacrifices P ” 

Answer: The mantras in question are spoken of as ‘ Yagamunantrana’ ; 
and this name would serve to connect them with sacrifices ; and on account 
of the indicative power of the words of the Mantras, they come to be 
employed. i in those sacrifices alone, at which Pūshān etc. are the Deities. 
_ concerned. 


That i is oi say, unless the mala were related to a certain sacrifice,. 
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they could not be called ‘ Yagdmunantrana '. and hence it is this name 
that points, in a general way, to the mantras being subsidiary to a sacri- 
fice. And when we come to consider the question as to the particular 
sacrifiée to which they should belong, inasmuch fs they could not belong 
to those to whom they are incapable of belonging, the indicative power 
of the words of the mantras themselves come forward to point opt their 
applicability to such sacrifices as.are connected with the. Deities directly 
denoted by the words'of the mantra D Pishan’ and the like). ` 


ADHIKARANA (2), 
(The Aindri mantras apply to the Garhapatya. } 


Sūtra (3): The Mantra could not be applied in its dire t 
literal sense,—because of the subsequent direction. 


We now proceed to deal with an exception to the general rule arrived 
at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentence cited in connection with this Adhikarana is—‘nivéganch 
sangamano vasinamitt andry girhapatyamupatishthaté’; and though this 
manira is as applicable to the sacrificial fire (Ga@rhkapatya) as to Indra, yet, 
the special mention of ` otndruä shows that it is to be taken in its direct 
sense, applying to Indra. Some people, however, take the present Adhi- 
karana as based upon the sentence ‘kadā ca nastarirasi .... Indra, ete.’ 

In both these sentences, however, the question is the same, viz,—Is 
the mantra to be taken in its direct literal meaning; and as such recited 
as descriptive of Indra ? or is it to be taken in its indirect meaning, and 
therchy applied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of the subsequent 
direction ? 3 

Even though we find the subsequent direction distinctly connecting 
the Mantra with the sacrificial Fire, yet the Doubt is quite justifiable ` 
because, as in the case of the word ‘arund’ (vide Arunādhikarana), so 
here also, the sacrificial Fire is not capable of being connected with a mantra 
speaking of Indra. Then again, in the case of the word ‘ arund,’ it was. 
found that it was capable of being connected with the Purchase, through 
its qualification of the substance ; in the present case, on the other hand, 
inasmuch ‘as the relationship of a word with its meaning belungs to it 
naturally, and is not produced by any scriptural Injunction, the ‘garha- 
patya’ could not, in any way, be connected with the Mantra in question 
(the words whereof are found to be expressive of Indra). Because the 
word ‘Indra’ (in ‘ Aindrya@’) can never denote the sacrificial Fire, 

The sentence in quegtion shopld be taken as an injunction of tke 
Description; because of the Atmanépada ending in ‘ spatishthaté’; as, in 
accordance with Panini’ s Saira I—iii— 25, the root upa-stha with the Ji- 
manëpada affix. expresses an action in which the mantra is an instrament - 
and apart from Description, there is no other Action in which a Mantra 
can he the instrument. Thus. then, if we take the word ‘ Áindryā’ with 


BN 
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‘upatishthate,’ the Injunction should be recognized as one of the Descrip- 
tion of Indra; while if the word ‘ upatishthate ’ be taken with ‘ gdrhapat. 
yam, then the accusative ending in the latter word should make the 
sacrificial Fire the object of description (by the Mantra). And which of 
these two constructions is correct, and which incorrect, is extremely doubt- 
ful. Specially as the sacrificjal Fire- is not known as another meang of the 
Description of Indru. e 
On the above question, then, we invo: the following 


 PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
“ Adhikarana, the Mantra must be taken as applying to the Description of 
“ Indra. Then, as for the accusative ending in ‘ gdrhapatyam,’ it could 
“be taken as indicating other agencies, such as the Jocative or the 
“ Ablative etc.; just as in the case of the sentence ‘saktiin juhoti, the 
“ acensative in ‘saktūn’ is taken as indicating the Instrumental ;—simi- 
“ larly in the case in question, inasmuch as the objectivity (expressed 
_ by the Accusative) is found to be incompatible, we can not attach 
‘any direct significance to it, and must take it as indicating mere agency 
“in general. Consequently, in accordance with the Sūtra VI—i—1, the 
“ sacrificial Fire (Garhapatya) becomes subsidiary to the Description (of 
“ Indra), 

“Says the Bhishya—‘yuded wpasthanavigéshanam sambandhad gär- 
* hapatyacabdak.’ Some people explain this sentence as meaning that 
* the word ‘girhapatya’ indicates Indra. Thus then, the word ‘ garha- 
“patyam’ becomes capable of being taken in two different ways: (1) the 
“ Accusative ending may be taken in its indirect and the basic noun in 
“ its direct sense; or (2) the basic noun may be taken as indicating 
“Indra, throngh the fact of both (the Fire and Indra) being accessories of 
“the sacrifice, and the Accusative ending may be taken in its direct 
“sense of objectivity. 

“The sentence of the Bhashya in question however could be taken 
“as meaning that the sucrificcal Fire is « qualification of the Description, 
"Aë of the root-meaning apart from the denotation of the affix (iu 
‘“upatishthaté’). That is to say, what is incompatible is the fact of the 
`“ Fire and the Mantra both pertaining to the same Action ; i.e., the Fire can- 
“not be the objective of that of which the Mantra is the instrament : and the 
“ Mantra cannot be the instrument of that of which the Fire is the objec- 
Se tive. Then in the word ‘upatishthaté,’ which is made up of a Verbal 
Ki Root and an Affix, there are two functions mentioned - the Root denoting 
“the standing, and the Affix expressing. Description. And ee have al- 
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o ready explaingd the agency of the Fire with reference to the Deseription ; 
“and what is mentioned is the fact of the Mire being the direct objective 
“of that which is expressed hy the affix. Thus then, the meaning of the 
+ [njunction, contained in the sentence in question, comes to be that, ‘one 
«should describe Indra while standing by the sacrificial Fire.’ Though, 
“on agcount of the denotation of the Affix being the predominant factor, 
«it would be proper for the Fire to be spoken of as the objective of that, 
“ yet, on acconnt of its inherent incapability of being snch an objective, 
“it is separated from that and taken as the objective of that action which 
“ig denoted by the verbal Root. 
“For these reasons, the Mantra in qnestion caunot be applied in its 
«direct primary signification.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Po the above, we make the following reply: On account of the sub- 
sequent direction, the Mantra cannot be taken in its primary meaning. 
Because when it becomes necessary to take one of the two—the Brdhmana 
or the Mantra,—in its indirect secondary meaning, it is always the Mantra 
that is so taken; because this latter is merely descriptive in its character. 

For instance, in the case in question, it is directly denoted by the 
Accusative ending in ‘ g@rhapatyam,’ that this Fire is the objective of the 
l principal action expressed by the affix (in ‘uputisthaté’); and hence the 
Anda? mantra iu question must be taken as to be employed in the des- 
cription of that Fire. And then, if in consideration of the subsequent 
direction (‘aindryā gārhapatyam upatishthaté’), the Mantra comes to lose 
its primary signification, it must be accepted as an inevitable fact. Be- 
cause it is absolutely necessary to take either the Brahmana (‘atudrya 
yarhapatyam etc.) or the mantra (‘ nivégunah, etc.’) in the indirect scvon- 
dary sense. But, as for the Brahmana, inasmuch as it embodies the Injunc- 
tion of something not mentioned elsewhere, it is the first to function; 
and hence in a matter which is not amenable to the authority of any other 
means of knowledge save the Vedic Injunction, such a Brahman sentence 
canuot be taken in the secondary sense. As for the Mantra, on the other 
hand, it is found to be descriptive of things laid down in the Brakmun 
sentence, and hence it depends, for its fanctioning, upon that sentence ; 
consequently it must be taken in its indirect secondary signification, as 
apart from its primary meaning, which is incompatible with the Brah- 
mana sentence, 

In this way we are gaved from the contingency of taking the Accnsa- 
tive ag indicating agency in general, whereby the Fire could be connected 
as a qualification (as urged in the Pirvapaksha). Nor could the word 

garhgpatya’ in any way be etymologically explained as denoting Indra; 
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so unpnaci ly the word Ge but be taken in its universally 3 recognized 
e mening of Fire. 


Sūtra (4): Even FER ‘the relationship of the word ‘to its 
meaning is not created by scriptural injunctions, yet the 
Description in question would pertain to the Fire, in “view 
of certain common properties. 


Objection: "Ana matter of fact we find the mantra wholly incap- 
“able of being applied to the Fire. Because, in the first place, it involves 
“much trouble to take the word ‘Indra’ (in the muntra) in its secon- 
“dary signification; and then too, inasmuch as there is not the least 
“ similarity (between Indra and Fire), the word could not, even indirectly, 
‘indicate the Fire. Even a hundred directions could not make the word 
“<: Indra’ capable of denoting the Fire. Nor is ‘Indra’ atechnical name 
“for the Fire, like the technical name of ‘ guna’ given to ‘at’ and ‘én’ ; 
“because the relationship of the word to its signification is not known to 
‘be based upon scriptural injunctions,” 

Reply: Itis quite possible for fire to be indirectly spoken of as 
‘Indra,’--(1) because of the connection (of both with the sacrifice), 
(2) because the word ‘Indra’ is made up of the root ‘indi’ (which 
signifies supreme lordship), and the Fire also is the ‘supreme lord’ over 
its own actions (and as such it is quite capable of being called ‘ Indra’). 

Thus then, there being no other correct way of taking the mantra, 
we cannot but take it in its secondary sense, 


ON NT a PU 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
(The manigas speaking of ralling ave to be employed in Calling. | 


Sūtra (6): “The same may be said to be the case with Calling.” 


We have dealt with the general rale that Mantras ave to be taken in 
their primary sense, and also with an exception to this rule. We now 
proceed to considor which cases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. 

There is a mantra— Havishkrt ëhi ete.’—which speaks of the calling 

of thé sacrificer’s wife, who prepares the offering material; and with re- 
gard to this mantra, we have the following questiou: Is it to be applied to 
that Oulliny, the mention of ‘threshing,’ in the direction accompanying the 
mantra (‘itd triravaghnan Ghvayatc’), being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘calling’ ? Or, on the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be applied to the ‘threshiny,’ which is the first to be mentioned in 
the Direction, and not to the ‘calling,’ to which it literally pertains? If 
‘the direction be construed as ‘havishkrt chi iti avaghnan, āhvayati' (awhile 
threshing with the mantra havishkrt etc., he should call’), then the muntra 
becomes subsidiary to tho Threshing. While if it be construed as ‘ avagh- 
nun ébénahvayati etc.” (‘while threshing, he calls with the mantra’), the 
mantra becomes, from its very words, connected with the ‘Calling’; and 
then the Direction would be takon as laying down the number ‘three’ 
with reference to the mantra to be recited at the time of the Calling ; 
in this case the word ‘avayhnan’ being taken as indicating the time (of 
the threshing); and thus the Direction does not abandon its true signi- 
fication; and the mantra also is applied according to its direct signifi- 
cation, | 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“On account of the direct mention of the ‘ Threshing,’ and of the 
“fact of the ‘ Calling’ being mentioned by the word of the Mantra itself, 
“and lastly of the capability of the Threshing being taken, somehow or 
“other, as the ‘maker of the offering material’ (Havishkrt),—the mantra 
“cannot be taken in its literal sense; specially as, the property of 
` making the offering material’ belonging to the Threshing also, the latter 
" could bo indicated by the word ‘havishkri’ in the mantra,” 

134 | | s 
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SIDDHA N TA. 


Sictra (6): Not s0; as it is the Injunction of time ; Pin it 
is actually known as such. 


Iuasmuch as the subsequent Direction distinctly. porban to the 
three-fold Opeti tioi: it cannot be taken as laying down the Mantra; speci- 
ally as the affix ‘patr’ (in ‘avaghnan’) denotes a qualifying character- 
istic; and it is this characteristic that is referred to (in the Direction). 

That is to say, the word ‘avaghnan’ distinctly denotes the Agent as 
subservient to the Root-meaning, being connected with the qualifying 
characteristic (of Threshing, which forms that meaning); because such 
is the force of the peculiar Present Participle Affix ‘gaty’'—vide Panini 
LII—ii—126. And thus our view of the case does not militate against the 
direct meaning of any word. Consequently we must take the Direction 
as enjoining the ‘three-foldness,’ with reference to all that has been said 
before (viz. the calling, the reciting of the mantra, the Agent, ete., etc.): 
and nothing else; as all else would bring about a split of the sentence. 

Then as for the Zime, inasmuch as its existence is implied by its 
own inherent capability, it cannot be taken as enjoined by the Direction 
in question ; Wes what the stra means by ‘Injunction, is only mere 

‘mention’ or ‘ Declaration. Specially because the ‘Threshing ` itself has 

been enjoined in the original Injunction ‘ vrihinavahanti? ; but still it 
comes to be pronounced thrice, by being repeated three time’ ; consoantonilly 
the Direction in question must be taken as enjoining this Repetition ; ani 
under the circumstances, it could not but he taken as enjoining the Tine. 
As we have already explained, in connection with the direction ‘ yavajji- 
wiko'-bhydsah, that the Time and the Repetition are the cause of each 
other's Injunction. | 

It has been urged by the Parvapuksha, that " the ee could he 
taken as the § Huvishkrt.” (maker of the SE material)” And (o this, 
ee make the following SSES gem 


Sūtra (1): Because of the non-existence of property. 


In denying the application of the Mantra to the Threshing, ou account 
of the non-existence, in it, of the property of ‘ Havishkrt,—what we 
mean is thatil is uot capable of being called (or addressed), which “calliny ' 
is distinctly mentioned by the words of the mantra. 
` . Or; the sūtra may be taken to be an answer to an objection from out- 
8 EEN objection being— Inasmuch as the Dir rection pertains te 
"the three-fold repetition, it cannot be taken as enjoining thie. Maut d 
“whieh latter can be taken as pertaining to the ‘ Thr eshing,’ thronght the 

“direct denotation of the words of the Mantra. itself.” 


E dÉ 
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In this case, the sense of the reply, embodied ; in the siitra, would be 
as follows : -—Thongh you could, in some way or other, assume the Thresh- 
ing to he the ‘maker of the offeri ing’ material,’ yet the subsequent word 

‘aheayati? (Calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate Vhreshing. Aud further, we find the Vocative case-ending 
(in ‘ Havishkrt’), and then an order or request (to come) contained in the 
word ‘ëhi; w Wich is in the Second Person Singular; all this wonld be 
absolutely meaningless if the Muntra were applied to the Threshing. On 
the*other hand, when the Mantra is applied to the sacrificer’s wife, who is 
an animate and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes appli- 
cable aud useful ; consequently the words of the Mantra cannot be accepted 
as applying it to the Threshing. 


o Stra (8): Also, on account of the implications, 


Close upon the sentence undor consideration, we find the sentence 
` Fauna? havishkrt, where we find the ‘maker of the offering material’ 
enlogised distinctly as a feminine ebaracter; and this would be applicable 
only to the sacrificer’s wifo; as otherwise (if it were taken as applying 
to the Threshing), inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) has not its 
gender restricted to the feminine,—being, as a matter of fact, of an im- 
: perceptible gender, —the enlogy in. ETH could be applied to it, only 
indirectly, by applying the word € Kriya’ (whichis in the Feminine gender). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary 
to the Calling. 


Suite (9): There would be an incompatibility of the Injunc- 
tion, if the mantra in question were taken as applying to 
Threshing. 


_ Inasmuch as there are other mantras distinctly laid down in connec- 
tion with the Threshing, these would be incompatible with the Pirvapaksha 
theory; while as the mantra in question is the only one that is laid down 
in connection with the Qalling, there would he no incongruity in its 
being applied to the Calling. 
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ADHIKARANA (4), 
[The mantras speaking of Agniviharana are applicable to itself. | 


Sitra (10): Bo also with ‘rising’ and ‘giving vent.’ ` 


[In connection with the Jyot/shtoma, we find the sentences, ‘ wttishtan 
anvdha aguidagnin vihara? and ¢ eratam keauta iti vdicam cisrjati’s and 
in regard to these, there arises a question as to whether the two mantrus 
‘agnidaynin, etc.’ and ‘eratan krnuta, ete. ave enjoined. as applying to the 
‘rising’ and the ‘giving veni. to speech’; or these two latter are men- 
tioned simply with the purpose of pointing ont the time of the recitation 
of the two mantras. ] 

The present sétru is an Atidéga-sittra, aud as such all that has been 
said under the foregoing Adhikarana is to he construed along with this 
also. The only difference between the two cases is that in the previous 
Adhikarana, it was the word (‘avaghnan’) in the subsequent direction 
that was taken as pointing out the time, whereas the word taken as such 
in the present instance occurs in the Injunctive sentence itself, 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The basis of the present Parvapaksha lies in the fact that in the 
“case of the Directive sentence considered in the previous Adhikarana, 
“we found that it could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra, because 
“it was taken up by the injunction of the three-fold repetition; and the 
‘ease with the sentences in question is not so. 

“Says the Bhashya—‘utthanéna agniridhyate’ (the fire is brightened 
“up by rising); and the sense of this is that the Rising is spoken of in 
“the mantra, which thus would become subsidiary to the Rising; and 
“then the mantra would cease to bo directive (in its signification); and 
“hence there being no second person to be addressed by the mantra (which 
“has to be simply recited by the sacrificer when rising), the Imperative 
“affix in ‘vihara’ will be taken in the sense of time present, and the 
“agniviharana (walking round the fire) will be done by the priest; and 
"ag such it would be quite possible for the Priest’s Risiny tu be mentioned 
“by the mantra in question, which is distinctly found to speak of other 
“actions of the same person. : E 


“Tn the same manner, the sentence ‘ vratan krnuta’ may he teken as 
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u speaking of ‘väk’ (speech), just like the sentence ‘rak trpyatu’; be- 
„cause the speech being located in the mouth, the capability of the mouth 
u to observe the penance (ruta) conld very well be attributed to the speech ; 
‘the sense of the sentence would thus be that ‘it is time to observe the 
“ penance of speech.” As for the Plural number in ‘krauta, it could be 
“explained as based upon the plurality of speech due to the diversity of 
“its location, iu the Palate; the Throat, ete., ete.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Because of the non-extstence of property (Sitra 7)—that is to say, inas- 
much as the risiny and the giving vent do not possess the qualitications 
mentioned in the manfras,—this latter could not be applied to them. 
This is what is meant by the answer given in the Bhashyu—-that if the 
muntvas were to be recited in connection with the rising and the giving 
tenk, it would be so, only with a view to an imperceptible end. And 
further, we shall explain later on that the Second Person is not possible 
unless there is a certain direction. 

Then as for the ‘ fiiga’ (Indicative word, spoken of in Sütra 8), one 
could be easily found, on looking closely into the Vedic texts. 

Lastly, there would also be an incompatibility (of the Pirvapaksha 
theory) with a distinct Injunction (Sutra 9); that is to say, we find a 
distinct mantra—yth pacindmrshubhak, etc.’—onjoined in connection with 
the giving vent to speech; and there would be an infringement of this 
Injunction, if the mantra ‘ vrata, etc.’ were applied to the same Action. 


ADHIKARANA (9), | 


[The Siktavika is aubsidiar 'y to the Offering of the grass bundle. ‘] 


Sätra í 11): “In the Siktavaka we have the injunction of time, 
because it is subservient to the purpose of something else.” 


[In connection with the Darca-Pirnumasa we find the sentence 
‘siktavikéna prastaram praharati’; and there arises the question as to 
whether this sentence lays down the Siktactka as subsidiary to the Offeriny 
of the yrass-bundle, ov it only indicates the Time, And on this question: we 
have the following — | 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“The Saktuvdka (e, the mantra ‘Idam dyfvaprithivi, etc.) serves the 
“ purpose of pointing out the Deity, and the Prastura (the Bundle of 
“« grass) serves as the place for the keeping of the Sruk; and hence both of 
“these, having their purposes served independently of each other, do not 
“ stand in need of being related to each other by the'relationship of the 
“ Primary and the Subsidiary ;—aud hence the sentence must be taken as 
“ pointing out the Time. The Instrumental ending in ‘ siktavdkéna’ may 
“ be explained as indicating the qualification ( Pānini 11—ini—21). 

“The Bhashya speaks of the Bundle of grass having its purpose fulfilled; 
“ and the sense of this is that inasmuch as the Bundle of grass is the 
objective of the Pratipattikarma (offering of Disposal), it has a certain 
“predominance attaching to it; and as such it could not be taken as 
“subsidiary, either to the Siktavaka, or to the Deity mentioned in the 
“ Saktavaka, In the same manner the Süktaväka also, together with the 
“Deity (therein mentioned), is not capable of being taken as SSC to 
“the Bundle of grass. ý 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (12): The sentence contains an Inj unction (of the mantra 
with reference to the Offering of the Grass-Bundle); as other- 
wise the name ‘ Nye: could not be: EE to it, EE 
Treason. F 


` ` In the sentènce "ago akena pe ee prahar ati’ we: find ‘thet the 
Suktavika is distinctly mentioned as connected ` with. the: aition (of 
‘Praharana, offering) ; ; and the Instrumentality thus distinetly: -wiontioned 
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cannot be set Ce specially GE of the great authority attachi ing to 
the signification of the ense-ending (in ‘saktavdékéna’). Thus then, the 
word ‘süktavāka’ would, in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
Action ; otherwise what would be connected with the action would be the 
time indirectly indicated by the Sa#ktavaka, And it is only the Saktavaka 
that is taken as subsidiary to the Action; and being thereby similar in 
character to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 
having the name ‘ yaya’ applied to it;—as is done in the declaration 
‘ eaktavaka evā yajyacabdah,’ : | 

Jn connection with this last declaration, a side-question is raised as 
to whether the Sé#kfavdka is areal Yājyā, or the name is applied to it 
only figuratively. The difference made by these two is very great; for 
instance, if it be a real Yajya, all the accessory details laid down in 
connection with Yājyās would apply to the Siktavaka also,—such details 
as ate mentioned in the sentences, ‘ dsind yajati,’ ‘anavinam yajati, 
‘yajyaya adhi vashatkarott, ‘purdnuvdkydiica prathaman. praywrkia’ ; 
while if the name were applied to it only by way of Praise, then none 
of the said details would have to be observed. 

On this side-question, we have the following Péirvapaksha: “All the 
“said details should be observed; because a ‘ Yajy@’ is that whereby 
_ “a sacrifice is performed ; and as a sacrifice is performed by means of the 
`" Suktavaka, theres no doubt as to this latter being a real Yäājyā. 

“ Against this, the following argument might be urged: ‘The feminine 
“affix (in ‘ Fajya ") would not be compatible with the Saktavika, which, 

“not being a Rk, is devoid of the feminine character.’ 

“But this does not affect our position; because we find the name 
"" Fajyā’ applied to the samid yājyā, etc., which are not Rks. 

“Then, it might be urged that-—~‘in the case of the sacrificial 
‘accessories, mentioned in the Yajurveda, we find that even thongh they 
“are accessories in the performance of sacrifices, they are not called 
“ yajyas’; and hence the mere fact of being accessory in the performance 
‘of sacrifices cannot be sufficient ground for the application of the name 
“ Fajya ; hence that alone should be accepted as Yajya, which is actually 

“spoken of as ‘ Yayya.’ 

“ Bat, in that case, inasmuch as we have the declaration ‘ saktavaku eva 
" yàjyā’ the said accessory details would certainly apply to the Siktavaka, 
“ Nor can this declaration be taken as applying the name only figuratively ; 
" because we find the two quite proximate to each other—which is the 

| " principal basis of direct E 

“ Then again, the word ` yäjyā’ is a generic term; and as such conld 
“not be taken as applying to certain definite things only, unless we had 
“a defipition. distinctly laid down (as governing its application) ; and such 
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"a definition would be something like this: ‘That which, mentioned in 
“the section on Homa, is found to be an auxiliary in the performance of 
“sacrifices, is Yajya’; and this definition would be quite applicable to the 
“ Siktaradka. Consequently, it must be admitted that the Si îktavāka i iS a 
“ real Figyd, and this name is directly applicable to it.” 

In reply to this, we have the following Siddhanta arguments.. That 
mantra, by which the sacrificing priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity 
connected with that sacrifice, is the Yajya; because such is the univer- 
sally. recognized fact, And, as a matter of fact, the Süktavāka is not such 
a mantra. 

As a rule, in all Primary sacrifices, everything connected with it is 
recognized as appearing in some such form as serves some useful purpose 
in the action. And as for the character of the ‘ Yajyd,’ it is found to 
consist in the fact of a mantra being laid down as serving the purpose of 
pointing to the Deity of the offered material. As for the Saktavaka, it has 
not been mentioned, in the orginative Injunction, as serving the purpose 
of pointing to the Deity of the grass-bundle; as all that it does, is to men- 
tion the Deities to whom offerings have been made. 

It might be urged that the indicative power of the words of the 
Saktavaka would be set aside by the superior authority of tho Direct 
Declaration (‘ stklacdkéna prastaram prahuarati’). 3 

But this is not possible; because we shall show dn the next sūtra., 
that the Direct Declaration of a text is incapable of restricting the applica- 
tion of the manira unless it is supported by the indications of the words 
of the mantra itself,—this incapability being as pronounced as that of 
the declaration ‘ agnind siñcati.’ 

Thus, then, we cannot admit the Gaklavdka to be a real yaya, Nor 
is there any such Yajyd, as in which being contained, the Siktavaka could 
take to itself the details laid down for the Yayya. 

It is a well-known fact that when an action has been previously 
recognized as a ‘sacrifice,’ if a certain accessory of it happens to be men- 
tioned subsequently, that Accessory becomes known as ‘ Yajya.’ And in 
the case in question, we find that the offering of the grass-bundle has uever . 
been cognized as a ‘sacrifice,’ before it came to be connected with the 
Siktavakd (in the sentence ‘sitktavikéna prustaram praharati’); and 
thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the said offering being: 
a sacrifice because of its connection with the Yajya in the shape of the 
Saktavaka, and this latter being a Yajya because of its connection with 
the sacrifice in the shape of the offering of the grags-bundle, — a 
~ This argument might be met in tho following manner: S KR Evon 
7 without being uamed ‘ Yajy@,’ the Sūktuväka, merely as such; could very 
well be applied to the sacrifice, and then, it would become, theeY ayy", 
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by reason ‘of its connection with the Offering (Prakarana) in which the 
“ predominant element is the sacrificial character, which is pointed out by 
“its connection with the Deity mentioned in the Yajya mantra (and thus 
“there. would be no mutual interdependence ).”’ 

To this we make the following reply: That which has not been 
known as ‘ Yajyd,’ either in the oviginative Injunction, or in its applica- 
tion,— how could it ever, subseqnently, be known as having that 
character H 

That is to say, it is only sach a word as is wholly anknown,—the 
word ‘yipa’ f.i.,—that can be taken in a sense indicated by the use to 
which it is subsequently found to be put. The word ‘ Yājyñ, however, 
is one that has its meaning well known, both at tho time of the origina- 
tive Injunction, anl at that of its application; and as such it does not 
stand in need of any subsequently appearing character. As for the nc- 
cessory details laid down in connection with the Vajy#, inasmuch as 
these are found to have acquired an existence, in connection with the 
previously known sacrifices, they could not stand in need of the Yajya- 
character, which would ba acquired with great difficulty. Ifthe Sitktuvaka 

were a modification of the Yaājyā, then its ‘ yijya’-character would be as- 
certained by its functions, just as the yñpu-character of the Paridhi and 
the Khalévali. As a matter of fact, however, it is a Primary in itself; 
‘and hence the knowledge of its qualifications (or accessory details) could 
not depend upon its functions ; and consequently the qualitications of the 
Yajya@ could not apply to it. 

Thus then, in the declaration —‘ süktavāka ava yazya’—the word ‘ eva’ 
implies the fact of the name being applied to the Géktavtka figuratively ; 
because the use of that word would have been possible only in case the 
name ‘ Fājyà’ were applied to something that is not Yājyā, and not when 
it was applied to a real Yajya. For instance, in the next sentence— 
' Prastara Ghutih’—the Bhishya does not use the word ‘éva’; for the 
simple reason that the Ahutiisreal, That is to say, the word ` Praharana’ 
does not apply to all sacrifices; but it is distinctly a Homa ; because it 
consists of the actual throunng in of the offering also (and not a mere 
offering). Just as the Aghara etc, acquire the character of Homa, brcause 
of their consisting in the action of Pouring, so, in the same manner, tlie | 
‘Praharana’ has that character, on acconnt of its consisting in the action 
of throwing i in. i 

Then again, the name Yajyā’ is never meant to be directly applicable. 
ty the accessories:of Homa, and the uame is specially precluied from the 
Séktavtka, by the fact.of this latter. being a Nigada (Prose), which is 
oe on account of its being repeated i in the manner of Prose. And 

the aprcahjlity of the name § nude “to all nigadas has beén EE 
185 : 
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prohibited, in the declaration—'‘ ayājyð eva nigadah,’ as it is with the help 
of Rk mantras alone that sacrifices are performed, ` 

Though the name is thus precluded, yet the Bhäshya applies it, by 
way of eulogizing the Siktavika, as by being connected with the Yajya 
the Siaktavika becomes highly praised. Nor can the declaration he 
taken as meant to be a glorification of both,—as in that case the glorifica- 
tion would be wholly groundless (because the basis of glorification lies in 
the fact of one of them being far superior to the other). 


Sitra (13): It serves the purpose of indicating the Deities, 
because of its connection with them. 


It has been argued above, in the Pirvapaksha, that “inasmuch as 
the Saktavika has its purpose duly fulfilled by the indication of the Deity, 
it cannot be employed over again (in connection with the offering of the 
 grass-bundle).”’ 

To this we make the following reply : If the Direct Injunction and the 
Indication of the mantra words pointed to two distinct subsidiary charac- 
ters for the Siktavdka, then alone could there be a contradiction (and 
conseqnent rejection) of the latter by the former, As a matter of fact, 
however, both point to the same character; and as such there can be no 
contradiction. 

Thatis to say, though it is quite true that the wor a of the Saktavaku 
itself point to the fact of its serving the purpose of indicating the Deity, 
yet this indicative capability does not disappear from it, when it is em- 
ployed in connection with the offering of the grass-bundle; because in this 
latter it is not employed in any other way (than the one justitied by the 
indications of the words). The fact is that the capability of the Sikta- 
vāka to indicate the Deity stands in need of a reconciliation with the 
Direct Declaration ‘ siktavdkéna prastaram praharati’; and this latter 
Declaration also, finding the Séktavdika itself making no mention of the 
said ofering,—and finding itself incapable, in the absence of such indica- 
tiveness (of the offering), of applying it to the said offering,—and yet not 
taking upon itself the responsibility of or eating a fresh indicative potency, 
—~keeps looking out for some such way in which the Saktaraka could be 
employed in the work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond 
what is signified by the words of the mantra itself. Now then, as a rule, 
a Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice, only when it speaks of either 
_, the Action itself, or certain accessories thereof. And the very’ first way 
„iu which it becomes. related as a subsidiary D that the mantra should 
E speak. of the well-known form of the Primary Action itself; but when 
itis not found capable of speaking of any of the well-known details of the 
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sacrifice, then it is taken the other way ;—that is to say, we are led to 
the conclusion that ‘what is mentioned by this mantra is certainly present 
in this Action’; as otherwise it could not be subsidiary to it, as is dis- 
tinctly declared to be the case, 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Direct Declaration —‘ Sūkta- 
eëkëng prastaram praharati’—addresses tho mantra thus: ‘ While express- 
ing what you already do, please help in the accomplishment of the 
Offering of the yrass-bundle’; and the mantra replies in the following 
strain: ‘I will do all that I can do, while indicating the desired Deity.’ 
And if the Deities ‘desired ’ were only those connected with previous sacri- 
fices, then the mantra could not accord any help to the offering (of the grass- 
bundle); if, however, these very Doities were connected with this offering 
also, then, by indicating these, the Sakéuvdku would be according a dis- 
tinct help to the accomplishment of the offering of the grass-bundle. 
Theré' Deities too are not known as to be employed in any other capacity, 
save that of serving as Deities; and hence the Deities spoken of in the 
Siiktavaka, could not be anything other than Deities, in the said offering 
also. Thus then, the substance ‘grass-bundle’ being spoken of as an 
offering material, and Agni and the rest (spoken of in the Séktuvaka) 
being Deities, the offering comes to be known as a sacrifice; and it further 
comes to be recognized as the particular kind of sacrifice known as 
" Homa,’ because it consists of the further action of Throwing in. 

And thus there is no contradiction between the Direct Declaration 
and the Indications of the mantra. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sūtra comes to be this: In the case 
of the Offering also, the Saktavaka serves the purpose of indicating the 
Deity ; because the Offering is connected with the sume Deities. 

And as for the pointing ont of the time, this also would he done by 
the Siktavaka, by the way; because in the order that is laid down for the 
reciting of the mantras, the Saktavaka is known as appearing at a definite 
time. 

Says the Bhashya: ‘yadyagniridam havirajushata ity@vamidyéva 
srilyéta, etc, ete’ The sense of this is that even before the declaration 
'süktuväkëna prastaram praharati, it is found that a portion of the Saktu- 
“vaka-mantra itself is enpable of o connecting it with the Offering in question. 
Though the capability of the Mantra is equally applicable to all offering 
materjals, yet, on the strength of the Direct Declaration in question, the 
sentence ‘ yadan@na havishd, etc.’ must be taken as refering to the Bundle 
of Gran, Or it may be that from the very beginning, the word ‘idam’ 
(this) refers’ to the. grass-bunidle ; for the simple reason that the other 
materials—Purodapa and the like—are not present at the time. 

‘Nog can it ba urged that, in that case, the word ‘ajushata’ would be 
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meaningless, Because all that it does.is to eulogize it, as already knows 
to have been respected and followed (accepted). 

Consequently there can be nothing incongruous in the Saltavite 
being subsidiary to the Offering of the grass-bundle, 


Sūtra (14): If it be urgedt hat “the Action is & Pratipat 
(an offering of Disposal).”’ 


This sūtra may be taken either as recapitulating an GE or as 
actually bringing forward the objection, The sense of the objection is 
this: “How could the Saktavaka, or the Deities Agni ete., be subsidiary 
“ to the Offering of the grass-bundle, which is a secondary action ? ” ` 

In reply to this we have the next stira. 


Stitra (144): Like the Svishtakrt, it could be both (Yaga and 
Pratipatti). 


We have broken up Sütra (14) of the Bhashya into two sitras 
as this splitting has been indicated (as desirable) by all old teachers, 

Just as the Svishtakrt-offering is both an independent sacrifice, and 
a Disposal-offering,—so, in the same manner, the Offering in question also 
would be both. And the mantras would bo subsidiary to this latter, 
exactly in the same way as they are to the former. . 

And certainly the character of the Disposal-offering is not incon- 
patible with that of a sacrifice, As what the sacrifice consists of is the 
bringing about of a certain relationship between the Deity and the Offer- 
ing material, And when a certain action has been thus recognized as a 
sacrifice, then follows the consideration of the question as to whether it 
is a Disposal-offering or an Independent sacrifice; and it comes to be 
taken as the former, if it is found to fulfil the conditions laid down under 
Sttra 1V—ii-~19, Certainly there can be no incongruity in this. 

Thus it is the Independent sacrifice and the Disposal-offering that are 
meant by the word ‘ whhayasamskdra’ (in the siitra). 

Or, the sūtra may be taken as follows: Just as the Svishtakrt offer- 
ing is only meant to be a purification (sanska@ra) of the substance, because 
the Svishtakyt, having had its purposes fulfilled, is auxiliary to Agni; and 
yet this offering does not lose its sacrificial character,—so, in. the same 
manner, even though the two—the Süktavāku and the grass- -bundle—-may 
have their purposes already fulfilled, yet they would be purificatory of 
each other; and as bringing about a transcendental result by means of 
; their mutual . restriction, the offering of that grass- -bundle . with that 
mantra would have the character of the sacrifice also. — S 

Or, again, the sense of the sūtra may be this: da the ET l 
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‘also, we find the mantra— uyddaynih, etc., which speaks of Deities; and 
hence this forms an instauce of the mutual purification spoken of shovel, - 

Nor is it necessary that the mantra cannot be subsidiary to a Dis- 
posal-offeringe Because such an offering is distinctly seen to serve a 
useful purpose; and for the sake of the bringing about of the transcen- 
dental result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, it would certainly 
stand in need of certain Vedic accessories (in the shape of the mantra, ete. ). 


And thus there can be nothing incongruous In applying the Süktavāku 
to the Offering of the grass-bundle, 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
(The Saktavakus are to be applied in accordance with their significttions.] 


Stra (15): “The whole is to be recited on both occasions: 
because it is enjoined as one complete whole.” 


Reverting to the original subject of the Durga-Parnamdsa, we proceed 
to consider the question as to whether the whole of the Saktavaka is to be 
recited at the Darga as well as at the Parnamasa sacrifices, or portions of 
it are to be extracted in the case of each of these, in consideration of 
the Deities (connected with the sacrifices and spoken of by the Mantras). 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two sacrifices. Be- 
“cause it is the mantra, as it appears in the text, that is called the 
“< Saktavika’; and if extracts were made from it, it would cease to be 
"7 Suktavaka ; and hence in this latter case, the Oferi ng of the grass-bundle 
“would be made with a mantra that is not Siktavaku (and that would be 
‘fan infringenent of the Injunction ‘ siktavakéna prastaram praharati’).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Siitra (16): It is to be employed in accordance with. what it 
signifies; because it is the purification of an Auxiliary. 


That there are always extracts made out of such Mantras has been 
explained under the Stulacastrddhikarana (Sittras II—i-13-29) and the 
Pashadyanumantranadhikarana (Sütras XTI—iii-29), If the Deities men- 
tioned in the S#ktavaka mantrus were such as belonged to the offering of the 
grass-bundle only, and were wholly different from those belonging to the 
Darca and the Pirnamasa sacrifices,—then in that case, the whole of it 
could have been recited at each of the two sacrifices. As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the mantras speak of the same Agni etc. that are the 
deities of the sacrifices; and as such there is no ground for making a 
difference (between the Deities of the Darca-Parnamdsa, and those spoken 
‘of: in the mantras); we must admit that what the mantrae.-do is 
‘simply to indicate the Deities to whom the sacrifices have been. offered, and 
that the offering of the grasé-bundle is not the sole motive cauag of the 
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recitation of the Saktavaka. For the simple reason that it is based upon 
the Deities that have been employed at the Primary sacrifices (of the 
Darga and the Pürgamāsa), it is concluded that the Saktavaka, as well as 
the offering of the grass-bundle, is subservient to those Primary sacrifices, 
Aud as for these Primary sacrifices, they are performed in connection 
with their respective Deities, and not equally with all the Deities (of the 
Darga ‘and the Piirnamasa). Conscquently, of the Sitakavake also, it is 
necessary to make extracts (fitting in with the sacrifice at which it is to 
be recited). 


Sütra (17): Objection: ‘On account of the name (there could 
be no extracts).” 


“Thatis to say, how could you explain the name ‘ Saktavaka’ (which 
“certainly could not apply to mere extracts from it)?” 


Sutra (18): Reply: The word ‘complete whole’ would apply to 
the parts (of the mantra, recited on two different occasions) ; 
because both would appear in the same Context (of the Darga- 
Pirnamasa). 

There are two performances of the gruas-bundle offering ; because it 

has to be perforraed at two different times—one on the occasion of the 

Dargu and another on that of the Parnamdsa. Consequently the whole 

name of ‘ Saktavadka’ would apply to these two recitations on the two 

occasions (taken jointly). Because the whole of the Süktavāka is known 
as an auxiliary to both (the Darga and the Pirnamasa); specially as 
hoth of these appear in the same context. When, however, we consider 
the case of the grass-bundle offering alone, then the Siktavaka comes to be 
recognized as connected with each of the constituent sacrifices,-—just 
like the Prayaniya, the Udayaniya, the Hkadagini and the Odturvidhadhana. 

Aud thus there is no incompatibility among the Direct Declaration 

(‘siktavakéua prastaram praharats’), the Indications by the mantra-words 

(of the sacrificial Deities), and the Context (of the Darga-Parnamiisn), 


The above is the exposition of the Siddhänta, as contained in the 
sūtra, But the Bhashya takes exception to that exposition, on the 
following grounds : 

“What has been suid «above is not possible, because those that are 
“dependent upon something else cannot be connected with the method: of 
“ procedure, . That is to say, if the Injunction (of the Saktavd+a) were 
“with reference | to the method of the Primary sacrifices (ef the Darga- 
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Parnamiea), then, the whole of the Saktavaka. would be recited in 
© connection with both (the Darga and the Parnamasa). — 

“hat is to say, the Primary sacrifices are laid down with oe 
“to a certain result, and not with reference to the method ; consequently 
“itis only with regard to the Result,;—and not with regard fo the Method, 
“that they could be meant to be taken in combination (with one 
“another). Because it is the method that is laid down with reference to 
“the Primary sacrifices; as otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it 
“could not form an auxiliary to these sacrifices; and then, if the method 
‘be taken as enjoined, then, inasmuch as it would be wholly impossible 
“ for this method and the Primary sacrifices to be enjoined with reference 
“to each other,—as that would leave them wholly unconnected,—the 
“ Method could not but be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary 
“sacrifice, And inasmuch as these Primary sacrifices are uddécyas (e, 
“those with reference to whom something is enjoined), no significance 
“ can be attached to their combination, which is denoted by the Dvandva 
“compound (‘ Darca-Piirnamasibhyim’). Consequently, the sentence 
“laying down the method being taken as complete with each one of those. 
“sacrifices, each of the Primary sacrifices must be accepted to he 
“connected with the whole of the method; and the performance also 
“coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch as each of the six Primary 
“sacrifices constituting the Darga and the Purnamdsa, performed at 
“different points of time, would be complete in itself, the Recitation of 
“the Saktavdka would be done but once, and would apply to all the rest. 
“Thus then, though the Saktavika may not be repeated with each of the 
“six. Primary sacrifices—the Aynéya and the rest,—like the Prayaja, yet 
“the whole of it will have to be repeated once on the occasion of the 
“ Darga, as well as once on that of the Pūrnumñsa. As otherwise, the 
“ Prayāja eto. also would have to be performed in parts, for which there 
“ would be no authority at all. Consequently, on account of the saperior 
“authority of Direct Declaration (‘siktavakena etc’), we should set 
“aside the Indications of the mantra-words; and take the Saktavdka 
“ (as applied to the grass-bundle offering) shen in an indirect secondary 
‘sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as indicating, 
“ for the offering, other Deities (than those related to $e Paroa: Purpur 
“mdsa), 

“ Question : ‘When, ‘as a matter of fact, the EE (of the 
“ Darga and the Përgonmäsg) is Jud down as the means of attaining the 
-result - (Heaven), why should the method he connected with the con- 
` stituent parts of these dana which. parts are not the. Mine 
"mees to the Resnit P’ l | = 
nae Ansicer : Tnasmuch AS each: of the inherent parts of the Git is 
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ii ntad with the Result, how dq you make out that it is the Combina- 
ve tion that brings about the Result ? | ` 

“That is to say, the character of sacrifice inheres in each of the 
“ constituent sacrifices; and the root expressive of that (sacrifice) 
u distinctly points to the fact of the potency of bringing about the Result 
“ belonging to the sacrifices ene the Darca- Parnamisa) as depending 
“ upon one another. 

_ “Objection : ‘Inasmuch as the means to the Result is specitied by a 
“compound name expressive of the Oombination, the Root (‘ yagi’) also 
“ would be taken as denoting the combined sacrifices.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because it is the Name, that, depending upon the 
“ Root, applies to each of the sacrifices (and the Root is not dependent 
‘upon the Name),—as we have already shown under the Paurnamasya- 
“dhikarana. Consequently, even when the Root (‘yaji’) occurs together 
“with a Name, all that is meant is that the constituents are companions, 
“and not that it is only a combination of them that can bring about the 
“ Result. 

“ Objection : ‘Thus then, jast as the potency of bringing about the 
“result belongs to the constituent parts as associated with one another, 
“so; in the same manner, the method also, as helping the accomplishment 
"of that Result, would pertain to them as thus combined.’ 

“ Reply: Not eo: because, inasmuch as the Combination appears to 
“be spoken of in connection with a thing with reference to which some- 
“thing else is enjoined,—it cannot be accepted as significant, with 
“reference to the Method; because it is a very common occurrence that 
“the same thing is regarded as significant in one place, and not in all 

Ke | l l 

“ Question — How is it possible that one and the same thing should, 

“at one and the same time, be the Predicuted, and also that with refer- 

“ence tovwhich something else is predicated ?’ 

-~ “Answer: We have already explained that such contingencies are 
ae possible, according as the thing in question is takon along with 
‘one thing or the other. | 

“Objection : ‘Such a diversity wonld lead to a syntactical split.’ 

“ Reply : Certainly; who is there that does not admit the sentence, 
s —which lays down the method with reference to the Primary sacrifice, 

“and which i is inferred from the texts appearing in the Context,—to be 

“ distinct (syntactically) { from.that.which is directly mentioned (viz. the 

“ sentence Darga-Parnamasabhyam syargakamo yajéta `). 

S Objection :. ‘The mutual combination (of the constituent. sacrifices), 
S FE meant for the accomplishment of the Result, woul certainly ` 


136 


eg E D ee Kee e 
1082 o Gë TANTRA- innen, Ap, TEEN Am e, 


SP Ee itaclf i attention at TA time of the cotinection of the Moth: and 
“there would be nothing to set it aside.’ : 
0 Reply: It is true that it could not be set aside D om mére cognition 
“ but it could very well be set aside from the Injunction, “Because, in this 
‘‘ case, certain intervening Injunctions being assumed as appearing after 
“the Injunction of “the qualified Bhavana, the Agent, while becoming 
: engaged i in that element of the Action which brings about the Result, 
“comes to take up also the association (or combination) of actions; just 
“as (in the case of the Injunction ‘ Paçunā yajéta) he takes up the 
"7 singleness of the animal; but as regards the. method-element ‘of the 
“ Primary sacrifices, inagmuch as he does not take up these Primar e 
“ sacrifices, he does not take up the combination of these either ; though 
“ he is engaged i in the subsidiary sacrifices combined together. For these 
“ reasons, no significance can be attached to the Oombination with reference 
“to the Method; just as none is attached to the sing gleness of the Vessel 
"Dn the sentence ‘graham sammarshtt’), And fur ther, a single word, 
“ expressive of the Primary sacrifice, while’ referring to the Primary 
“ sacrifice (Darça) for the sake of the (injunction of) tho subsidiary 
“ sacrifices, could not lay down the said combination; as that would 
‘involve a duplicity of syntactical connection. 

“Thus then, it must be admitted that the method applies. to Be Se 
“the Primary sacrifices ; and the following reasons are given for this: 
“ (1) Because every one of them is equally nearly related (to the method) ; 
' “ (2) because every one of them is equally mentioned as the means to 
“the desired end; (3) ‘because not one of them has any other method 
“ laid down for itself ; (4) because the Context, in the shape of the want 
“of the Procedure, is equally applicable to every one of them; and 
“hence the whole Context must be taken as eee es to every one of 
“ them. i 


` “ Thus then, the position taken up in Sütra 17 remains untouched. ` 


Having, jn the above manner; demolished the position taken up by 
thé Siddhante sitra (18), thesauthor of the Bhashya proceeds to tay | dow u 
his own pxposition of the Siddhanta;} in the words—‘It is not £0, ete.’ 
— That is to say, the Siktavaka ‘cannot “be taken, either. as applying 
‘indirectly (to the Offering in question), or as leading to an imperceptible 
Result, or as indicating other Deities; because all these agen 
: have been shown.to be impossible. ee eae 
| Consequently, we conclude that» when extrdets 4 ‘are maddont of: the 
: ‘Saktavaka, i in accordance. swith: the significations of its various: parts, each 
of these extracts becomes a Saktavdka ; because there are many Saktavakes ; 
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specially as | we - . find that the various mantras ‘Agmiridam etc.’ 
- (constituting the Saktavdka),—which are capable of. indicating several 
Deities: connected. with. different sacrifices, serving. distinct purposes 
independently of one another „—do not form a single sentence ‘by being 
ay „ttactically connected. Hence it must t be admitted that there are many 
Süktaväkas (contained in the ‘Süktaväka’)—each of which is supplied 
with elliptical portionis from that which precedes as also from that which 
‘follows it. For instance;—(L) there is one Giktaraka, beginning with the 
mantra ‘Idam: dyavaprthivi, etc.” and ending with ‘agniridam, etc.’; (2) 
while there is another beginning with ‘Idam dyavapy at, etc.’ and ending 
with ‘soma idam, ete,’ . 

Thus then, we find that among | these Siktavakas, which differ with each 
different Deity, and which are amenable to the same procedure of recita- 
tion,—there are some that are recited as common to many. And hence 
whighever.of these may be recited at the Offering of the grass-bundle, the 
offering will have been done with the Saktuvaka (as declared in the injunc- ` 
tion, ‘siktavakéena prastaram praharati’). Because,'just as a single class 
inheres in many individuals, so, in the same manner, the character of the 
Stktavaika, which consists in being a ‘ well-sard saying,’ would inhere in 
every one of those recited. And the word ‘sūktavāka’ being thus found to`. 
he applicable to-each of them, if those mantras, or words of mantras, that 
“are found to be indicative of Deities not connected with the Action in 
course of performance, are not recited,—that does not constitute an in- 
fringement of any Direct Declaration; what is infringed and rejected ` 
is the Context; but as this rejection is done on the superior strength of the 
Indicative Power of words and Syntacticnl Connection, there is nothing 
objectionable in it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that we should make use E 
-extracts from the Siktavaka, 


As a matter of fact, however, even this exposition of the Siddhdanta 
is nob quite right, Because it is a clearly perceptible fact that the 
. Whole forms. a- single sentence, as is shown by there being certain 
words: that are. to be used as common to all the mantras concerned ; just 
ai in the case of the sentence speaking of the Vaigvanara. Then again, 
(fora number of sentences to be taken as ‘syntactically connected) it is not. 
necessary that e every one of the words of one sentence should stand in 
Need of the conntction -with those of the- other sentence; as even if a 
single word: happens to cbnnect a number of sentences, they are taken to- 
gether a aS one sentence. For instance, in the TEG of the sentence ‘ arunayd 
pingakehya tkahdyanya, ete,’ we find that, even though these words are 
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not- connected with one another, ‘yet all of them oe connected with Oe 
single word ‘ krindti,’ are taken as syntactically connected: In the same 
manner, in the case in question all the mantras are found to be connected 
with the werds ‘yadanéna havisha âçäshtë, etc.’; and as- such they mast 
be taken as syntactically connected and forming a single sentence. And ` 
then again, all of them are found to serve the same prupose of indicating 
the sacrificial Deities ; and there are certain words that are common to 
many,-——which fact makes them dependent upon portions of one another. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that though every one of the 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaning,—yet, inas- 
much as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single sen- 
tence. | 

If each of them were a distinct sentence by itself, then we would 
have the following anomalies: (1) each of them would have to be recited 
' Separately, because at the time of the performance the Deity is the princi- 
pal factor ; just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Dakshina, ete., ` 
and (2) inasmuch as the singular number (in ‘ séktavakéna’) would be 
significant with reference to the offering of the grass-bundle, its require- 
ments would be fulfilled by the recitation of any one of the sentences. 

| Thus then, it must be admitted that the whole of the Saktavaka forms 
w.single sentence; and it becomes necessary for us to explain why the 
whole of it is not to be recited (in the Darga as well as in the Parna- 
` mäsa). 

We offer the following explanation: We find that the word ‘ water’ 
is applicable to a drop as well as to a combination of drops; for the simple 
reason that water is a substance made up of many constituent parts.. The 
same may be said to be the case with the word ‘ stiktavaka.’ 

That is to say, from its capabilities, as well as from the purposes 
served by it, the Siktavaka is recognized as having the following charac- 
ter: It is a sentence, which contains words expressive of Deities connect- 
ed with the performance, which abounds with common words applying 
_ on all sides, and which serves the purpose of pointing ont the sacrificial 
Deities. And thus (while reciting the Sūktavāka), as soon as, one has, 
uttered the word expressing one Deity, those expressive of the‘ ‘many 
Deities “pertaining to the Primary and Subsidiary sacrifices also become 
expressed as implied by the use òf the words that are commonly appli- 
cable to all; ànd the whole of the Suktavaka becomes recited (by the 
_ utterance of that single word). Specially as the actual ntterance. ‘of the 

.words expressive of Deities not connected with the sacrifice ` it: hand 
_ would. be an ‘ ill-said ented: d Duruktavāka and SE a eege 
‘well-said saying). : SECH a 
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` Thus then, we s donde that in the Dira AS well as in the Pirna- 
‘masa, sacrifices, the Saktavaka to be recited is only that much which 
contains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrifice,—such recita- 
tion being quite in keeping with law and reason; just like the recitation 
of the mantras in which certain elliptical portions are supplied from out 
of other mantras ; and hence, it is the recitation of the whole Saktavaka 
that would constitute an infringement of the Direct Declaration (‘ s#kta- 
vakéna etc.); as the utterance of words denoting things not connected 
with the sacrifice in hand would be an "daad" and not a ‘ well-said,’ 
‘saying’ (väka). 

In the same manner, the grassebundle offering also, when done with 
the Sitktavaka as it happens to exist at the time (i.e. as it appears at 
the time of the Durga or at that of the Pirnamdasa), becomes, by this, 
performed, as it were, by the whole Saktavdka; and there is no incon- 
gruity in this, | 

Thus then, the Suktavaka musi be taken as having three forms: (1) 
one that. appears in the actual text of the Veda; (2) that which it has, 
at the time of the actual performance of cea. on the occasion of the 
Primary sacrifices ; and (3) that which it has, at the time of the perform- 
ance of the Subsidiary sacrifices. (1) As it appears in the text, it is 
held to pertain to all the Deities of the Primary sacrifices ; because during 
the repetition of the text, if one were to recite it in any other form, he 
would destroy the text altogether, (2) When recited along with the 
Primary ones of the Combined sacrifices, we use them as pertaining to 
certain Deities chosen out of the rest. (3) And in connection with the 
Subsidiary modifications of sacrifices, it has its words (such as ‘ Agni,’ etc.) 
changed into ‘Sarya’ and the like (in accordance with the character of 
the particular Subsidiary in hand). *In all these cases, however, we have 
the Sukiavaka, appearing of course in the forms above ascertained. And 
it loses the character of the ‘ Saktavaka’ (Well-said saying) only when it 
speaks of things unconnected with the Action in hand. 

The Bhdshya also must be taken as accepting the multiplicity of the 
single Sd ktavika, as is shown by its assertion that there can be as many 
. Suktavdkas as there are Deities. ` ` 

‘The Sätra also may be taken thus: ‘In connection with both, the 
word ‘ whole-szktavake’ is applicable, in only so much: as it mentions the 
Deities connected with each; because the Context is the same.’ 

And thus, imreality, the Siddhanta exposition given by us does not 
` differ from that contained in the Sutra, or from that given in the Bhashya. 


ADHIKARANA. (TM) 
P The sections dealing with the ‘Kamyayajy eeng belong to aie 
Kämyas only. | 


Stra in On account of the Indicative SEN the. Order of 
sequence and the Name, the mention (of the Yajyapuronv- 
| vaky&) would be in connection with the kāmya sacrifices. 


We find the kāmya sacrifices (i.e. ‘those performed with a view to 
certain desirable results)—Aindraigna and the rest—laid down in a 
definite order of sequence ; and we also find laid down, in the same order, 
certain Yajyapuronuvakyd Couplets, associated with the name ‘ kdmya,’ and 
pertaining to the same deities Geen, Agni etc.) as those of the SS 
sacrifices. D 

And in regard to ue ete arises the question as to whether these 
Couplets, from their indicative power, are to be employed, irrespective of 
the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to be connected with those Deities, —or they are to be: employed only in 
the aforesaid kdmya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

The Bhāshya has cited many aaa only with a view to show the 
various instances to which the several specifications in the S#tra apply. 


| PURVAPAKSHA. 
On the above question, the Pirvapaksha is that—“ The couplets, through 
“their Indicative power, are to be EE in all the SSES that 


“ have those Deities,” 
- SID DHÄNTA. 


As e the above Parvapaksha, we have the following arguments : 
Unless a certain mantra is connected with a sacr ifice, its Indicative Power 
alone canttot apply it to any sacrifice; and in the case in question: we. ‘find 
that that which connects the couplets in question with Sacfifican, also 
distinctly shows that they belong to the said kdmya sacrifices: se 
| That is to say, all that, the Indicative Power of the ‘Mantra sould de 
“would be to connect it with a certain’ Deity. But no. ‘usefal purpose is 
‘served by.the mantra used for the sole purpose of pointing out:the form 
of the Deity, The fact of the Mantra. being connected with. a sacrifice, or 
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with. the Deity connected with the sacrifice, cannot be expressed by Indica- 
tive Power alone, independently of Syntactical Connection, Context, 
etc. Nor can it be known, from Indicative Power alone, in which part of 
the-sacrifice the. Mantra i is to be employed. For these reasons, it becomes ` 
necessary to have recourse to the agency of Name; as by means of the 
Name is shown the connection of the mantra with. the sacrifice, as well 
as the "particular function of the Mantra. For iùstance, in the case in 
question, the name of the couplets is ‘ Yäjyā, which, denoting that whereby 
u.saertfice is performed, distinctly connects the couplet with a Sacrifice; 
and it also establishes the further fact of the Couplet serving the purpose 
of accomplishing the offering of the material. This boing done by the 
Name, the further question, as to the particular sacrifice with which the 
couplets are connected, is settled by the Indicative Power of the Couplets, 
which shows that they are connected with those sacrifices that are 
connected with the Deities indicated by the couplets. 

Objection: “This does not quite prove what is desired (by the 
“ Siddhanti).” 

Reply: How is it not ated when the Nama: ‘ Kāämyam y äyyäkängam,’ 
distinetly restricts the application of the couplets in question to the kämya 
sacrifices ? 

And further, even if the Name merely pointed am the connection 
of the couplets | with sacrifice in general, such universal application 
(authorized by Name) would be set aside by the stronger authority of 
the Order (of sequence). Consequently it must be admitted that the 
conplets are mentioned as connected with the kdmya sacrifices. 

The Bhashya raises the question—“ Why should the Sūtra have men- 
“tioned both? That is to say, the fact of the couplets being connected 
“with the kdmya sacrifices is-established by the Iudicative Power of the 

“couplets as helped by the Order of their sequence; or the very Name 

“alone (of the couplets) proves all that is desired by the Siddhdnta; and 

“under the circumstances, why should the sūtra have mentioned both 
“Indicative Power’ (linga) and ‘Order of sequence’ (krama) ST" 

The reply. to this is as follows: It is true that the Indicative Power 
and the Order of the couplets would establish their applicability to the 
Aindiaigna and other . sacrifices, because the verses in question, being. 
YajyMnuvdkyds, could not beused in any other sacrifice ; but there are cer- 
tain other sacrifices,—the Agnéya, for instance,—laid down hy such sen- 
tences ‘ Aynayé pratapatayé, etc.’ ; @nd in these sacrifices there are two 
' places- for the Rk verses—one in connection with the mention of Agni, 
where:they appear. in the character of the Sdmidhéni (literally ‘that with 
which fuel is ‘supplied to the Fire’), and another, where they appear as the 
Yayyaunvikya ;. And ag for the Samidhéni verses, they stazid in need of two 
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verses, in BS to oe up the seventeen ’ whieh is the amber enjoined 
‘in connection with them; and in regard tó these latter sacrifices (the 
Agnéya etc,), if we do not admit the Name to be the means of controlling 
the application of the verses, then, inasmuch as the Indicative Power 
and the Order of sequence would apply to the Samidhéni verses. alen. and 
as there would be no ground for rejecting that which is the first to 
present itself, —tlie couplets in question would all be applied to the 
operating of the Samidhéni (i.e. the mention of Fire). This application, 
however, is set aside by the Name D Yajyanuvakya’). 

Objection: “ In that case, the Sūtra should mention Name only : what 
nie the use of mentioning the two, Indicative Power and Order of Sequence?” 

Reply: What you say would have been quite right, if the couplets 
speaking of the Deities of the sacrifices laid down were exactly of the 
‘same number as the sacrifices themselves ; as a matter of fact, however, we 
tind that, in the order of the Action, which has a Deity other than Agni, 
and which is filled np with a Yayyanuvdkya in keeping with its form, 
there are mentioned certain verses pertaining to Agni; and if these were to 
be applied in accordance with their Name only, then they would be applied 
to the operation of the Yajya@ (in connection with other Deities than Agni). 
As a matter of fact, however, such application of the verses is not 
possible; (1) because there is a diversity of the Indicative Power (of the 
verse with the Deities other than Agni); and (2) because the application 
of the verses pertaining to Agni is aet aside by the other verses that are 
‘indicative of the same other Deities. Consequently there would be no 
application of the verses pertaining to Agni (ifthe application depended 
upon the Name alone). When, however, we accept the. Indicative Power, 
as also the Order of Sequence (as controlling the application of mantras), 
then, when the Name will have ceased functioning (after having pointed 
out the fact of the verses being connected with a sacrifice), the application 
of the versc would be defined by means of their Indicative Power and the 
Order of their sequence ; and thus the verses pertaining to Agni would 
become applied to the Samidhéni. 

The Bhashya shows a case where what is said above actually happens. 
The Yajyapuronuetkya couplets of the Agnivaruni sacrifice having been 
‘mentioned,—before the couplets of the Somaraudri_ sacrifices have been 
‘mentioned,— we find mentioned the Manu-verses ; and these latter ‘verses 
become, the Dhkayyd verses of the Samidhéni. The same is the case with 
the Prthupajavati verses ; as in the cise of these also, we find that the 
_ former is recognized as pertaining to the latter sacrifice, because, as 
against the order of the beten it. is mentioned: ‘after ‘the Fa, 
` puronuvdkyd verses. 
Jee did dt shave recourse: to the Order of E then, through - 
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Indicative Power and Name alone, the first verse pertaining to Indra and 
Agni would become applied to the second Aindrdgna sacrifice, and the 
second verse would be applied to the first sacrifice. When, however, the 
Order of Sequence steps in, inasmuch as it connects the verses with the 
sacrifice, long before the Name comes in, it controls the Indicative Power. 
in the assumption of the corroborative text,—and hence is avoided any 
such application as is not in. keeping with the Order of Sequence. 

Thus then, there is nothing incongruous or objectionable in the 
composition of the sūtra. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
(The mantras of the Context are applicable to the Agnidhropasthatna. ] 


Sütra (20): “The injunction of mantras in a certain connection, 
would pertain to those also that do not appear in the context : 
because all are equally laid down (as auxiliaries to sacri. 
fices).” i 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find that there are éertain 
mantras—such as ‘Agna Āyähi etc.’—specially laid down as making up 
certain Songs and Hymns ; and then again, we find such general injunctions 
as ‘ Ayn8yyd agnidhramupatishthate. ’ 

_ And in connection with this latter Injunction, there arises the 
question as to (1) whether the Agnéyi verses to be employed in the 
Agnidhropasthana are those wholly apart from the former mantras (‘ Agna 
ayahi, etc.’); (2) or, this upasthdna may be done either with those very 
mantras, or with others ; (3) or, lastly, it is to be done with those very 
mantras only. That there are these three alternative vjews on the ques. 
tion is shown by the text. | 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no basis for the first of these 
views—that the verses to be employed are those alone that are not 
mentioned in the Context. Because, all that the Pwrvapakshi can, with 
great effort, establish is that we should apply both those that are found 
in the Context as well as those that are not so found; and there is 
nothing to prove that the latter alone are to be employed. Specially as 
the only reason that could be brought forward in support of the employ- 
ment of the verses not in the Context would lie in the fact of the name 
* Agneyi’ applying to these also; but this reason would equally apply to 
the verses appearing in the Context also, and there is no reason by which 
these latter could be excluded. Nor has the Bhashya mentioned the three 
alternative theories ; as the only theory that it speaks of, by means of the 
word ‘aprakrta’ without the qualifying ` api,’ is that the upasthana is to 
be done with the verses appearing in the context, as wll as. those not. 
appearing in it. And itis the absence of the qualifying ‘api’ ( also `) 
that has led people to believe that it speaks of the application of a 
. those that do not. appear in the context. But the argument that could be 
“brought forward in favour of this theory would also establish the theory 
. that both kinds of Zeg verses are to -be-employed ; and this. will be 
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explained below, by the Bhashya also, in the words—'aprakrtë'pi 
pratyayo bhavati, prakrtamapyupadiran,’ | 

= Tf, however; it be considered absolutely necessary to have the third 
alternative theory, then the following wonld be the arguments in its 
favour, which would be acceptable to the ultra-orthodox Çrotriya : 


 PŪRVAPAKSHA (A). 


(1) “The verses appearing in the Context having been utilized 
‘elsewhere, they will have become too stale to be used in the said 
“ upasthāna. ` (2) The Injunction ‘Agnéyya agidhramupatishthate’ is 
“ a general one, while the Injunctions of the special Agnéyi verses (‘Agna 
“@yahi ete’) are particular ones; and as a rule a general rule can 
i operate only by laying aside the particular rules. If these latter were 
“not taken as particular Injunctions, then the two Injunctions would be 
“equal; and as such could not serve as the basis for the present Adhi- 
"karana. Consequently, then, we should employ, in the upasthdna, only 
“those verses that are not in the Context.” ‘ 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


“The words ‘Agnéyi’ and the rest being common to all FETT 
““ verses, the word ¢Agnéyya’ (in ‘ Agnéyyd aguidhram etc.’) denotes all the 
" verses (those mentioned in the context as well as those not mentioned 
“in it); nor do we find any peculiarity mentioned which could point, 
“ specially, to those alone that appear in the Context; because, as for the 
“ Context, all that it can do is to lead to the inclusion of the verses; and 
“it cannot serve the purposes of specification ; and as for the Proximity,— 
“ which constitutes what, in ordinary parlance, is known as Context,—it 
“is set aside by the idea brought about by the Direct Mention of the 
“word ‘Agnéyi’ which literally applies equally to all the verses in 
‘question; and hence the injunction must be taken as laying down all 
" Agneyi verses (those in the Context as well as thoso not in it). 

“Says the Bhashya: Upadishtopadéco hi na nydyyak évanjatiyakasya. 
“The. word ` upadishfopadégah’ must be taken as = ‘ upadishtasyaiva 
S upadëçah’ and ‘évanjatiyakasya’ as = vigeshanarahitasya; the sense 
` being that when such verses without qualifications have been laid down 
“ once, it is not right for them to be Inid down again.. 

“ Question: ‘ Kathanjatiyakasya H!" This question emanates from the 
` Siddhanti, and what it means is this: ‘Even in the absence of specifica- 
"` tions, there is a ground for particularization, in the shape of the Contest.’ 
mi “The Siddhanti's opponent says—Why do you put this question, when 

you hage the Indicative Power of the Gergen themsélves as regulating their 
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“ application? In this the opponent brings forward an argument which, 
“ really supporting his own position, is said in a way as if it were meant 
“ by the Siddhänti as one in favour of specialization. The word ‘ Indica. 
“tive Power’ (‘ Linga’) that is used in this sentence is not in the sense of 
“the Power of indicating the Deity, which will be spoken of later on, 
“ but in the sense of the Power of the Verbal affix, or the Power of being 
“enjoined by that affix; because the Bhāshya speaks of the absence of 
“Injunction when the potency of that Affix has been spent up. 
“Then says thé Bhdshya: Nisau simanyéuu lingéna anyatropadéca- 
“ marhati. That is to say, the distinctive feature of the word ‘Agni’ 
“ being common to all the verses, there is an idea of all these; ‘and as 
“there is no distinct specifying feature, we can have no idea of any 
“ particular Mantra. If a specifying feature be admitted, then, in 
‘accordance with the Law relating to the Nirvāpālambha of the Durga- 
"" Pirnamasa, the specification must be done by the Indicative potency 
“ (of the Verbal Affix), which speaks of the performability of the action, 
“This Indicative Potency is precluded from the Dacataya verses ; and as 
“such could be admitted as specifying the particular Aynéyi verses to be 
“employed. This specification is shown by the Bhashya, in the sentence 
“+ yéna anénatvamlingéna ëtutkaroti’ which means that the Agnidhropas- 
“thana is to be done by such Agnéyi verses as are singled out as being 
‘enjoined by means of the verbal affix, which directs that ‘ it is to be done 
“by such mantras as are indicative of Agni or Indra,’ But in this‘ case, 
“the Injanctive word being taken up by the said specification, there 
‘would be no Injunction of any thing at all Tf, on the other hand, the 
‘sentence be taken as enjoining the upasthana to be done by the Aynéyi 
‘‘etc., then there would be no specitication ; and hence we could take up 
“any Agnéyi verse at random. Thus then, what the Siddhdnta would 
“have is the Injunction of the specified Zonen? which has already 
“been once enjoined; and this would be wholly unwarranted, and most 
objectionable. 
“Thus then, through the power of the verse, to indicate the Deities, 
“ Agni etc., apart from any mention of performability, the Dacataya verses 
“ (speaking of Agni) also would come to be employed (in the upasthāna 
‘in question). 
‘Question, emanating from the standpoint of the Sdddhanti: ‘On 
“the strength of the Context, we could certainly SSES those only that 
“ appear in the context.’ 
‘Answer: Indicative Power (Linyga) is more authoritutive than the 
“ Oonteat. By the word ‘ Liga’ (‘Indicative Power’) in this sentence is 
“meant the Direct Declaration which is literally connected with the dis- 
“ tingnishing feature of the Deity,—and not mere Power. Henceforth, 
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“the word ‘Ziaga, appearing in many places, is to be taken in this 
“ sense. 

“ Objection : ‘Virodhé sati, ete. That is to say, then there would be 
«a contradiction (of the Liùga with the Prakarana) if we were to admit 
« guch a verse, out of those appearing in the context, as is not related to 
“ Agni; when, however, the verse that we admit is one that is related to 
u Agni, we follow both the Inaga and the Prakarunu. It is in this way 
“that we have explained the compatibility of Direct Declaration with 
“ Syntactical Connection,—under the Tadbhitadhikarana (I—i--25).’ 

“Reply: It is not so. That is to say, when the Dacataya verses also 
“appear as optional alternatives (for the said Agnéyi verses), it is not 
“right to reject them, in consideration of the Context. Consequently it is 
“not right to follow both (the Liiga and the Prakarana). 

“Then the Siddhanti (in the Bhiashya) adds—‘ Tallingavatta anéna- 
“nugrahitavya : The sense of this is that, the generic character inhering, 
“in its entirety, in cach of the individuals, the admission of all Aguéyi 
u verses in general would pertain also to the particular Aynéyt verse that 
“appears in the Context; and as such there would be no contradiction in 
“the case at all; consequently, inasmuch as the sentence with the Indica- 
“tive Potency pertains to the generic character (of the Aynéyi), and as the 
Context only brings forward the much-wanted particular verse possess- 
“ing that generic gharacter, there is no incompatibility in the co-inherence 
“of these two ; and as such, there can be no rejection (of any thing, on 
“the strength of the Contest). 

“[ The reply given to the above (in the Bhashya) is that though the 
“admission of the Agnéyi mantra in the content would not cause an infringe- 
“ment of the Context, and would also be in keeping with the Indicative 

“ Power,—yet there is no doubt that some other idea given rise to by the same 
“Indicative Power (i.e., the idea of the admission of the Dāçataya verses) 
“ will have to be rejected as false.) The sense of this reply is that inas- 
“much as the word ‘Agnéyi’ denotes all the individual Agnéyi verses, the 
“word ` Agnayya’ points to the admissibility of the Dagataya verses also ; 
“consequently if, on the strength of the Context, those Agnéyi verses 
“alone that are mentioned in the Context should be admitted, then the 
" Dacataya verses would be set aside,—and this would lead to contradiction 
"` between the Context and the Indicative Power. 

“The Siddhanti objects— But the Individual is never denoted by the 
word A gnayi (and hence the word Agnéyya would not denote the indivi- 

dual Agneyi verses). This objection is meant to strike at the very basis 
“of the reply just given. 

“The reply to this, however, is that we do not yet quite know if what 

" pertain Jo the case im question is the generic character of having the 
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Indicative Power in question. ‘That is to say, if in the present case, the 
“ denotation of the individual 4: gnéyt verses were as improbable‘as that 
“of the individual cows, then, inasmuch as the Injunction (in ‘ Zong yyà 
eege ee ) would be one of the Aygnéyi in general, there 
“would be nothing incongruous in the admission of those Agnéy7 verses 
‘that appear in the context,—even though such admission would „involve 
“the acceptance of certain particular individual verses not directly men- 
“ tioned in the Ve (according to you). If, on the other hand, the 
“ word ‘ Agnéyya’ be taken as denoting the individual verse characterized 
“by a mention of the deity Agni,—then, if we were to restrict ourselves 
‘to those Agnéyi verses alone that appear in the Context, we would be re- 
` jecting one portion of the idea ar ising i from the Direct Denotation of the 
“word (ie. the admissibility of the Agnayi verses not mentioned in the 
“ Context, such as the Dagataya). This would be all the more objection. 
“able, because, as a matter of fact, in the case in question (i.e. in the 
 “ upasthāna of the Agnidhru), it is the Individual Agnéyi—and not any 
“ generic entity—that is the means to its accomplishment. 
“ Question: ‘Does the author of the Bhashya now mean to reject the 
“ denotability of the generic entity, established in the Akrtyadhikarana ? 
" Answer: Certainly not; because all that the Bhashya means to prove 
“here is that the generic entity cannot be an auxiliary (to the sacrifice), 
This is the explanation given by some people. But ¢his explanation is 
“ scarcely right. Because in that case (the denotability of the generic 
“entity being admitted), inasmuch as the Individual verses would not be 
“mentioned by the sentence in question, there would be nothing incongru- 
“ ous in the rejection of every one of the individual verses. Consequently 
“ we must take the Bhashya to mean that it denies the denotability of the 
“ generic entity, as with particular reference to the verses appearing in tlhe 
"Contest, 
“As a matter of fact, the word ‘ Agnéyi’ is denotativo of the 
“ Individual, because of its signification being based upon its etymology: 
“and as such it can never be denotative of the generic entity. In fact, in 
‘‘the case in question, no generic eutity is cognized, because the word 
“« t Agnéyi’ applies to many verses, of various different metres, on the 
‘basis of the fact of the Deity spoken of in them being one and the same. 
“For instance, in the two verses ‘Agna @yahi praya, ete.’ and ‘ Agnim 
“ hotdram, etc.’ (known as Agnéyi), we do not find any*comnion element: 
“and we find that what is invariably concomitant with the name 
mr : Zongyi,’ is the relationship of the Deity Agni, and nothing else; not 
“even the generic character of being a verse; asthe name is applicable to 
u Actions and Substances also (f. i. we have ‘Agnéya puroddga' ant 
“+ Honeyi ahati’). Im view of this the Bhdshya has said that,the only 
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«common element ts the Detty. As for this relationship (of the Deity), 
-though that too is a common element, yet the Bhashya has not men- 
“tioned it, because it is not directly expressed by the word, being only 
«implied by it.” And inasnmch as that Deity would be common to all 
 Agnéyi verses, there would be no endlessness or incongruity (as has been 
“ found to bo the case with the denotability of Individuals), 

u“ And the reason for this is that, though, in the word § Agnéyi,’ the 
“qualifying (Agni) is the first to be denoted (by the basic noun ‘Agni "1. 
“yet, inasmuch as the denotative potency of the base is distinct from 
“that of the offe, there would be nothing incongruous in the denotation. 
“ by the affix, of the qualified (verse). Ina case, however, where the same 
“word (‘gō’ f. i.) is used to denote both (the qualifying Class as well as 
“ the qualified Individual), there can be no denotation of the qualified. In 
“the case of the word ‘ Aynéyi,’ on the other hand, we find that the word 
“+ Agni,’ which denotes the qualifying (Deity), is never used in the sense 
“of the qualified (verse); nor is the word ‘ Agnéyi,” which denotes the 
qualified, ever used in the sense of the qualifying Deity; and hence the 
“same word could not be extended to the guuldjied, If the word denoted 
“the qualifying Deity alone, then, inasmuch as that would fulfil all the 
‘requirements of the case, there wonld be no reason for admitting the 
“ qualified, 

= “For these reasons, it must be admitted that the word in question 
“denotes the Individuals; as we have explained above, in connection with 
“the words ‘ Pingdkshi’ and ‘ Bkahayani.’ And hence, in certain cases. 
“we could admit the verses mentioned in the Context also. 

“ Objection—with reference to an assertion made in course of Pūrva- 
‘paksha (A):—‘ It has been asserted above that, inasmuch as the verses 
“appearing in the Contest have been luid down for another purpose, they 
“could not be meant to be laid down in connection with the upasthana in ques- 
“tion, That is to say, the Parvapaksht himself has declared that no stale | 
“ verses could be admitted.’ 

“The reply given to this is from the standpoint of Pirvapaksha (B) : 
"` What we meant to say was that if the verses mentioned in the Context 
` ‘lone were taken as laid down, then there would be an incongruity in 
“the shape of the same affiz (in ‘ Agnéyt’) simultaneously serving the two 
` purposes, of enjoining and indicating (the verses as those mentioned in 
` the Context); whereas in accordance with our view, those are not the 
-only Agnayi verses to be employed in the updsthina in question, but 
` others also, as the word makes no specification ; and hence there would 
“hot be the said incongruity. 
`" Objection—emanating from one who cannot brook an infringement; 
` Without geggon, of the Context : ‘ Your theory is open to the great objection, 
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“that it is not in kéeping with both, the Indicative Power and th 
“ Content, . 

“The reply to this is that the Direct Declaration connected with the 
“Indicativeness of the Deity is much stronger in its authority (than the 
“ Context). | | 

“Says the Bhishya-—And further, it is not necessary to follow the 
o Indicative Power, in the shape of the literal Declaration, as well as the 
“ Contest. ‘This is meant as a general rebuff to the extremely objection- 
“able popular idea that both are to be respected. As a matter of fact, in 
“ the case of all authoritative means of knowledge, the Persons concerned 
"take up the objects of cognition, not with a view to help or respect those 

‘means, but for the sole purpose of helping themselves (in their 
‘ knowledge of the things concerned). 

Question: * What do you mean hy this ?’ 

“ Answer: What we mean is this: When the same means of cogni- 
“tion is found to be applied to a number of things, if it happens to he 
‘respected with regard to any one of these, it is taken as having its 
“ pequirements fulfilled; and the other things, even if of use in accom- 
> plishing certain ends of the man, would not be admitted (if the mere 
“ yespecting of the means of Cognition were the sole motive) ; and further, 
‘‘ when aman would have performed a certain action calculated to bring 
“ about a certain desirable result (the text laying*down that Action 
“ will have been duly respected in this single performance, and) he would 
“ not perform the Action again, even if he desired a further supply of the 
“ same desirable result. Hence, it must be admitted that we should reject 
“ the necessity of respecting the means of knowledge, and confine our- 
‘‘ selves to the helping of ourselves by the actions (cognized by those 
“ means). And thus the word ‘ Agnéyi* must he admitted to be nol 
“ indicative of any particular Zonë? verses. 

“ Says the Bhashya: The Contest is not to be followed, because it is 
“ contradictory to the idea produced by the Linga. And in this sentence, 
“ the word ‘ Liñga "` must be taken as used in the sense of the Indicative 
"` power pertaining to no particular verses. And the sūtra also, when speak- 
"mg of the admissibility of verses other than those in the Oontext, must 
“not be taken as restricting the admissibility to those alone; it 

“ mentions those only, because there is no difference of opinion as to the 
‘* admissibility of those that are in the Context (and which therefore 
‘‘ needs no reiteration).” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (21): Only those mentioned in the Context (are meant 
to be admitted), because of the Context and reasons. 


The word ‘ tadakhya’ means ‘that which is spoken of (in the Context) 
as admissible’; op ‘that which is spoken of as belonging to the sacrifice 
‘under treatment (i.e. the Jyotishtoma). It is such a verse that is to be 
admitted; because what the sentence (‘ Agnéyya etc.) lays down as a 
particular function that the manira is to serve in connection with a 
sacrifice; and as a rule the Injunction-of the particular is always based 
upou that of the general. 

That is to say, inthe sentence in question, the wpasthina is not laid 
down as due to the form of the A gnidhra himself ; nor is it an independent 
aclion, leading to a certain desirable result; because no such result is 
mentioned in connection with it; hence it must be admitted that the 
upasthdna is performed with a view to help in the accomplishment of the 
Apiirva resulting from the Jyotishtoma sacrifice. And consequently the 
sentence in question comes to be taken as laying down a particular action 
in connection with the Jyotishtoma, Tho injunction of this particular 
action could be possible only when there was a general Action already 
enjoined; and then if the same sentence (‘ ägnëyyäā etc.) were to lay down 
“the connection of the Aynéyi verses with the general as well as the parti- 
cular action, then there would be a syntactical split. 

Objection: “The sentence in question (‘ Agnéyya te") lays down tho 
“connection of the verses with the particular Action, while that with 
“the Action in general would be established by the Context.” 

Reply: True, it would be established by the Context; but not without 
having assumed a Vedic text (in support of the indication of the Context) 
(some such text as ‘By this Verse wo must do something connected with 
the Jyotishtoma’); but no such text can be assumed, when there already 
exists a text (viz. ‘ Agneyyd etc. which establishes the connection of 
the verse with the Agnidhra who forms an integral factor of the Jyotish- 
foma). 

Objection: “ The sentence in question having laid down the particular 
“relationship, the general would be implied by that itself.” i 

Reply: Not so; because Implication is equal to the Context (in the 
point of authority). And again, if the general connection with the 
Jyotishtoma were an invariable concomitant following on the wake of the 
establishment. of the connection of the verse with the Agnidhra,—in the 
same way as satisfaction follows on the wake of a hearty meal,—then, in 
that case, there would he no necessity of calling upon a scriptural text 
(pointing tg that connection). As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
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the general connection with the Jyotishtoma appears long before that with 
the Agnidhra; because this latter being a mere substance, no results are to 
follow from a connection of the verse with this. And hence, inasmuch 
as that goneral connection would not be possible without a scriptural text, 
the trouble of having to assume a non-existing text would remain ag 
before. Then again, inasmuch as the connection spoken of ia the sentence 
in question is capable of being met with in the matter of ordinary worldly 
actiops also, it could not necessarily connect the verse with the sacrifice 
(Jyotistoma). Thus too, it would be necessary to assume a Vedic text, on 
the strength of the Context. 

It is in such cases as the above that the authority of “ Apparent 
Inconsistency” comes in; and this “ Apparent Inconsistency ” is admitted 
only when there is no other way of explaining the inconsistency, Hence, 
in tho case in question, “Apparent Inconsistency ’’ could justify the 
assumption of a Vedic text, only if, without such a text, the declaration 
of the particular connection (in the sentence ‘ Agnéyyd etc?) were found 
to be inconsistent. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Declaration in question is quite consistent, as asserting what it directly 
does, something in regard to the verses, that have their general connec- 
tion (with the sacrifice in hand) already established (by the direct 
enumeration of the verses in connection with that sacrifice—the Jyotish- 
‘toma); and having its requirements fulfilled by that, it does not have 
recourse to the cumbrous method of assuming a text that does not 
exist. 

This is what is meant by the Bhāshyu when it says—The sentence in 
question cannot be taken as pointing out the functioning of (be verses in 
connection with the Jyotishtoma, as that has been already laid down else- 
where, For instance, just as when the Kindling of Fire has already been 
laid down in such sentences as ‘Vasanté Brihmano ‘gninddadhita, the 
subsequent texts laying down sacrifices leading to detinite results (f. i. 
‘Agnihotram juhuyat svargak@mak’) are taken, not as implying an in- 
junction of the said Kindling of Fire, but as merely laying down those 
sacrifices for those who have duly performed the said Kindling ;—so, in the 
same manner, what the sentence in question means is that in the upd:- 
thana in question, only those Agnéyi verses arc to be employed, that have 
been connected with the Jyotishtoma. 

Otherwise, if it were held to lay down the employment of only those 
that are not mentioned in the Context (as held by Pirvapuksha A), then, 
inasmuch as in the face of other possible solutions, the connection of such 
_ verses could not be accepted by the Vedic texts, the burden, quite gratui- 
tously and groundlessly assumed, would be too heavy to >» bo safely 
carried.. | 
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If (in accordance with Përvapaksha B), it be taken as laying down 
the employment of those in the Context, as well as those not in it,—then, 
it would be necessary, in one case (that pertaining to the verses mention, - 
ed in the Context), to take the sentence as specializing their connection 
that had been already generally mentioned; while in the other (that 
pertaiging to the verses notin the Context), it will have to be taken as 
laying down both the general and the special connection. And this 
diversity would lead to a syntactical split. 

And if we admit only those that are mentioned in the Context, then 
we are saved from all the said undesirable contingencies. And in this: 
there is a further advantage,—viz. that on accountot the proximity (of 
the Injunctive affix with the verses mentioned in the same Context), it 
docs not become necessary to carry that affix very far from its context. 

Objection: “In the Context also there is no such general connection 
“ mentioned, as is wanted; and even if it were there, inasmuch as it 
“would point to the verses being employed in other purposes, the utilizing 
“of it iu the Upasthéua in question would be most incompatible.” 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because we do actually 

make use (in the Upasthdna) of such verses as have been utilized else- 
where. | 
Objection: “In that case, the assertion of the general connection 
“would become insompatible with what you say.” 
Reply: Why should it be incompatible, when, as a matter of fact, the 
general is involved in all particulars? Consequently what we would 
do (in the case in question) would be to leave off the specialities of the 
general connection (as laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma), 
which could be of no use in the case of other particulars,—and to 
accept only the general feature of that connection, which has been 
established, through thoso specialities ; and there would be no incongruity 
in this, 

The Bhashya has declared that —if independently of the Context, the 
Dūçatuya verses were laid down by the sentence in question, then there would 
be a syntactical split; as in that case the sentence could only be construed 
as— Upasthanam kurydt, tacca .evamlingéna. But such ‘syntactical , 
splits’ would be inevitable in all qualitied Injunctions; f. i. even the 
sentence ‘ Soména yajéta’ could be construed only as—‘ Yagam kuryät, 
tacca soména.’ Nor is the qualified Injunction in question known as a 
whit less important than the other qualified Injunctions,—as, equally with 
the rest, it lays down something quite new. Specially as, in accordance 
with the Siddhkanta also, inasmuch.as no other indicative power (save 
that pertaining to the Deity) is admitted, the addition of ‘tacca évam- 
lingéna wll necessary as in accordance with the Piirvapaksha; as even 
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the verse mentioned in the Context could not apply to the Upasthana, it 
it had not that Indicative Power. | 

Consequently the “ Syutactical split,” involved in the Pérvapaksha, 
should be explained as shown before. And in thet case, in the Bhashya 
passage just quoted, the first portion—‘ Upasthanam kuryāt’—is to be 
taken as pointing out a particular action in connection with the Jyotish. 
foma, and the second portion—‘ tacca évamlingéna ’—as pointing, indepen. 
dently of the Context, to the connection (of that Action) with the Mantra 
eharacterized by the Power of Indicating that Deity whose connection 
with the Ji yotishtoma has already been laid down. 


If, in order to avoid the Syntactical Spt shown against him, the 
opponent should take the sentence as merely laying down the connection 
of the verse with the directly-mentioned Agnidhropasthana,—then, to that 
explanation we offer the following reply : 


Sätra (22): The Injunction, in that case, would be wholly use- 
less; because of its non-connection with a fruitful action; as 
the Upasthana i is not fruitful. 


Objection : “The sentence in question would, from the Oontezt, help the 
“ Jyotishtoma,—that is to say, the general connection of the verse being 
“ obtained from elsewhere.” 
In reply to this, the Bhäshya shows that the general connection would 
not be possible, unless it were distinctly enjoined. If the sentence’ meant 
a direct declaration of the Upasthinu with the Jyotishtoma, then it could 
have ` been taken along with tho Jyotishtoma, When, however, the 
sentence is taken as laying down, by a qualified Injunction, the connection 
of the verse with reference to the Upasth@na,—without laying down the 
connection of this latter with the Jyotishtoma,—then, what the injunction 
comes to is that the verse is to be employed in an ordinary worldly 
Upasthāna (not in connection with any Vedic sacrifice) not leading,to any 
desirable results,—such an injunction being got at by the rejection of the 
" Context which has had no corroborative text assumed in its support, and 
which, for this reason, is unable to give any idea of a particular connec- 
tion (of the verse with a particular Upasthéna connegted with the Vedic 
sacrifice of Jyotishtoma). In accordance with our view, on the other 
hand, inasmuch as the verses will have béen already taken up before- 
hand by the Jyotishfoma, they could not apply to any other aetion (out- 
side the pale of that sacrifice); and thus the Injunction would: lay down. 
something useful (the Upasthana performed with the mantras, along 
_ with tho. Jyotishtoma,. serving: the -useful purpose of helping i in the 
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accomplishment of the Result of that sacrifice) ; and further, this way of 
interpreting the sentence is very much simpler. Or, there may be shown 
another simplicity in our view of the case: according to us what is laid 
down is the connection of the auxiliaries of the Jyotishtoma, in the shape 
of the Agnidhra etc. with the instrumental accessories, in the shape of 
the Verses; and this Injunction would be with reference to the Upasthana. 


Sūtra (23): And further, all mantras are already enjoined. 


It has been argued above that the Agnéyi verses mentioned in the 

Context of the Jyotishfoma will have been already used in connection with 
that sacrifice, and hence bejng stale, could not rightly be employed in 
connection with the Upasthana in question. 
Det this is not correct; (1) because the text itself lays down a stale 
versé, and (2) because the subordinate position of the mantra makes it 
capable of being repeated (with general actions),—there would be no 
incongruity in the application of the said verses to both (the Jyotishfoma 
proper and the Upastha@na connected with it). For this reason, we can- 
not accept the sentence to admit of the construction ‘ Yénaivamlingéna 
kuryat’ (as shown in the Pirvapaksha). Also because all mantras are 
such as have been already enjoined, in connection with some action or 
“other; (and hence all mantras would be equally stale). 

Then, it has been urged above that the verse would be particularized 
by the Injunctive affix (in ‘ Upatishthét’). But inasmuch as the neces- 
sary particularization is got at by other means, such an assertion can only 
shine as an irrelevant assumption. For even if we could specify the 
verses by means of the Injunctive affix, we could not avoid the admis- 
sibility of all the verses in question; because every ono of them is 
enjoined (and as such specified by the Injunctive affix), either as forming 
part of the Vedic text to be studied, or as occurring in the Brahmayayiias, 
or a8 forming a part of the Vaeastobha and the Apvinavasthd. Conse- 
quently it cannot be.rightly asserted that the specification would be done 
by the (Injunctive) verb; as even after such a specification, there would 
be nothing to set aside the idea of the admissibility of all the verses in 
question, ` ` | 

Thus then, for the very simple reason of there being no “ Apparent 
Inconsistency ” (to justify the Indicative Power in leading to the assump- 
tion of a Vedic text), it must be admitted that, in the Upasthāna of the 
Agnidhra, waro to employ only those Agnéyi verses that are found to be 


mentioned in the Context. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 


® 


[ The Bhaksha Mantras are to be employed in the Holding ete., 
in accordanco with their Indicative Power. ] 


Stitra (24): “On account of its Indicative Power and Name, 
the Anuvaka must be taken as applying to the Bhaksha.” 


[ We find the Bhaksha mantra laid down as follows: ‘ Bhakshé hi mä 
vied... ,ehi vaso purovaso......bahubhyaim saghyasam, nrcakshantva déva 
pee atakhyésham, hinva mé......ma me’ vaninibhimatigah, mandrabhibhutih 
kétuh.. ...érpyatu,......gayatracchandasak ...... Indrapitasya...... bhakshay:- 
mi. ] The Bhashya has quoted the whole mantra, with a view to show 
which word in it is capable of what use, as will be discussed in the nex! 
four Adhtkarainas. As a matter of fact, just as in the case of the Sükta- 
vāka, the words ‘ Pratassavanah etc, as also the ‘Vasumadgana ete., that 
are eulogised as qualified by them,—so in the mantra under consideration 
also, the ‘giayatracchandah etc,’ and also ‘ Indrapita etc., are to be 
used, separately, according to thoir several significations. 

Though such is the SE yet, in connection with the Mantra, there 
naturally arises the question as to whether the whole Anuvaka is to he 
used in the ‘ Eating, or different parts of it are to be used in connection 
with ‘ Holding,’ ‘Seeing’ and ‘ Proper Digestion,’ as may be found to be 
indicated by the words of the several sentences. 

On this question we have the following 


- PURVAPAK SHA. 


“ Inasmuch as itis the Hating alone that is enjoined,—as the word 
"nr bhakshayime’ in the Anuvaka itself distinctly indicates that Bating, — 
“as the whole of the Anuvaka, being held between the two words 
“ “bhukshé’ and * bhakshayami,’ cannot possibly pertain to anything else, 
“and, lastly, as, in accordance with the Sūtra IX—i—37, the Holding 
“etc. also being mere concomitants of the principal action of Eating, the 
whole Antivaka is capable of being taken as a single sentence ` Byntacti- 
cally connected, —the Anuvāka must be taken as to be used, in its 
“ complete form, in connection with the Hating. 
“ The following objection is here raised: ‘(a) The first wentence of 
“the Anuvtka—-Bhakshéhi etc.—is quite applicable to the Fating; but 
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u (b) the next sentence—from vaso etc. down to saghydsam—olearly 
u pertains to the Holding ; though the root saght (in saghydsam) being 
Waid down in the sense of killing, the word saghydasam is not clearly 
«expressive of Holding; yet, inasmuch as the instruments mentioned in 
u connection with the action are the Arms (bahubhyam), the word saghya- 
« sam, like the word nirvapati, indicates the Holding ; and it isa well-known 
“fact that a single root has many significations; or lastly, it may bethat 
“the killing meant is that which is done by holding; (c) thon again, the 
sentence beginning with nrcakshasam is found to be applicable to seeing 
“or looking into; though the root cakshim is laid down in the sense of 
making an audible sound, yet in usage, it is found to be expressive of 
“mere illumination ; hence the word nrcakshas& comes to mean one who 
“¿s well known among men; and in the word ‘avakhyésham’ also has its 
“origin in the root cakshin; and though the change that this root 
“undergoes is into the form khydn, yet it is changed into Ahyéh (as a 
“Vedic form); consequently the sentence must be taken as pertain- 
“ing to seeing; (d) in the same manner, the sentence ‘hinva më etc.’ 
“must be taken as pertaining to the proper digestion of the Soma, as 
“it is only when properly digested that it can make the body healthy, 
“and not puss off below the navel. And thus the whole cannot be taken 
“as a single sentence (pertaining to Hating alone); as that would be 
“incompatible with the indications of the sentencos as shown above. 

“To this we make the following reply: All these--Holding etg,— 
“coming as they all do, before and after the Mating, must be taken as 
“ qualifying concomitants of this latter; and hence if the whole duuvaka 
“were taken as indicative of the Hatiny as qualitied by them, these 
“qualifications also would be indicated by implication; and thus there 
“would be no incongruity in the whole being used in connection with 
“the single action of Hating. Though it isa fact that the Holding etc. 
“do not abandon their predominance, and are directly expressed by the 
“words of the mantras,—and as such the mantras should be taken as 
“pointing to these,—yet, inasmuch as no useful purpose would be served 
“by pointing to that which has not been enjoined, it is more reasonable to 
“take them as concomitant auxiliaries to that which is enjoined (i.e the 
“ Hating); as we have explained in connection with the Nirvapa Mantra. 
“For these reasons it must be admitted that our view is not incompatible 
“with the indications of the Mantras. 

“There is yet another argument in favour of our view—viz. that it 
“is in keeping with the name ‘ Bhakshinuvaka’ that is given to the 
“whole, : 7 

" Objection: ‘The Name that controls the applicability of mantras is 
“that which is found mentioned in the Veda; and as for the name 
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“ t Bhakshanuvaka,’ it is not found mentioned in the Veda; and as such 
“it can not be rightly taken as controlling the applicability of th, 
“ Anuvaka,’ À Sr eg d 

“Reply: A means of knowledge, whether it be Vedic or pertaining 
“ to the ordinary world, is accepted as authoritative, with reference to the 
“subject it deals with, only if it is found to be free from discrepancies. 
“and as a matter of fact, there are no discrepancies in the Nume in 
“ question (as controlling the applicability of the Mantra). | 

“That is to say, just as the authoritativeness of the Veda rests upon 
“ the fact of its being free from all discrepancies attaching to. the speaker, 
“so too would be the authoritative character of a Name found in the 
“ordinary world ; as this latter is as eternal in its application as the Veda. 
“Nor can the ordinary usage of the Name be relegated to the realms of 
“ the ‘ Blind following the Blind,’ because the Name (‘ Bhakshanuvaka)' as 
“well as the named (the Anuvaka) is clearly perceptible; for certainly 
“pno imperceptibility attaches to the Anuvāka, as it does to the fact 
“of the Agnihotra being the means to the attainment of Heaven. (op. 
“ sequently the mere fact of the Anwaka being recognized as called by 
“the name ‘ Bhakshdnuvaka’ must be accepted as sufficient authority for 
“the correctness of the name; it is for this reason that whenever we 
“ come across this particular Auuvāka, the name ‘ Bhakshanuvaka’ always 
“comes up to our mind; and the compound ‘ Bhakshanuvaka ’ being ox- 
“pounded as ‘bhakshasya anuvikah,’ distinctly points to the fact of the 
“ Aniivaka being connected with Hating. And thus whenever these two 
“(the Anuvdka and the Hating) present themselves to our mind, it 
“ becomes at once apparent that they bear some sort of a mutual relation- 
“ship; and it is this general relationship that becomes specified by their 
“mutual requirements, That is to say, the Hating stands in need of 
“something that would recall it to the mind of the sacrificial performer, 
“and the Anuvdka stands in need of something that it should indicate; 
“and both of these being thus circumstanced, inasmuch as they are found 
“to be capable of supplying each other’s need, the ‘Indicator and the 
“Indicated become connected with each other; and this connection is 
“enjoined by the sentence laying down the performance of the Primary 
“ Action with all its details. And thus too the whole of the Anuvaka in 
“ question comes to be recognized as to be employed in the Hating.” 

ji 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (25): The rest is to be taken apart, because of the actio. 
(Holding etc.) being enjoined, by means of the peculiar form 
of the Mantras, and also by the injunction (of Eating itself). 
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The disjunction of the mantras is to be explained ‘in the manner 
indicated in the first objection against the Purvapaksha; that is to say, 
on the ground of the direct significations of the mantras themselves ; 
specially as the fact of the whole Anuvika being syntactically connected 
is get aside by the ‘ peculiar form of the mantras ’—i.e. by their Indicative 
Power.and Context, which distinctly point to Holding etc. . 

Objection: “The faet of the whole being syntactically connected 
«with Hating is also based upon the Indicative Power of the Mantras.” 

Reply: True; yet that Indicative Power is very much weaker, in its 
authority, on account of. its being much farther removed from Direct 
Declaration. That is to say, the Indicative Power pertaining to the 
Holdiny etc. directly leads to the assumption of the corroborative Vedic 
text, and thereby quickly points to the applicability of the mantra ; 
while in the other case, in the first instance, it wonld be necessary to 
assume the fact of the whole being syntactically connected,—then, through 
Indication, to assume the existence of the power in the whole to indicate 
the single action of Hatiny,--and then the corroborative text; and thus 
in this case the Vedic text is very much farther removed than in the 
former case. Consequently, the Hating being found to be directly 
connected with the first sentence of the Anuvaka, which happens to be 
_ most proximate to it, and the other sentences being found to be capable 
‘of applying to the other actions (Holding etc.), these latter are taken 
apart from the sentence pertaining to the Hating. 

Objection: “There is not much useful purpose served by a mantra 
“ pointing to those that are already implied by something else.” 

Reply: How can such pointing out be said to be useless, when we 
find that, unless the actions are so pointed out, they cannot be performed. 
It is only such an implied action as is not pointed out, which requires no 
further effort for its performance than what is made in connection with 
the Action that implies it. In the case in question, however, we find 
that each of the actions of Holding etc. requires an independent effort for 
its performance ; and as such until each is recalled to the mind (at the 
time of the sacrificial performance’, it cannot b- performed ` and conse- 
quently it becomes necessary for these to be recalled (and this recalling 
can be done only by means of mantras). 

Then again, we find that the injunction that we have of the Eating, — 
viz, the sentence ‘abhishutya hutvd etc., etc., —-is incapable of bringing 
about a due performance of its own object, unless it also lays down the 
other actions of Holding etc.; and hence it lays down these also. 

Thus then, on account of the peculiar form of the Mantras themselves, 
—and of the fact of theinjunction.of these actions just pointed out,—the 
Actions thamselves are laid down (as coynected with the Mantras) ;—the 
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Proper Digestion and the mantra connected with it being separated from the 
rest through a distinct Injunction (shown below) ; and hence even though 
the direct Injunction of such connection, being not perceived, cannot be 
distinctly pointed out,—yet that does not much affect the position. As for 
the Proper Digestion, it must be taken as directly enjoined, on account of 
certain expiatory rites laid down as consequent upou Vomitting or 
Purging (which follow only when there is no Proper Digestion). 


ADHIKARANA (10), 


(The portion of the Bhakshanuvdku, beginning with ‘ mandrabhibhutih i 
and ending with ‘ bhakshayāmi’ forms a single Hymn]. 


Sütra (26) : The portion beginning with ' mandra ’ is to be taken 
as a single mantra, because it speaks of a subsidiary detail ; 
specially as the two sentences therein contained jointly 
express a single fact. 


(In the above Bhaskshinuvaka, we find the sentence ‘ mandrabhibhitih 
ere bhakshayamd’; and in connection with this, there arises the question 
as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to ‘érpyatu,’ forms 
one mantra, and that beginning with ‘vuswmat’ down to the end forms 
another, or the two together form a single mantra. | 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as, like Holding etc, in the previous Adhikarana, the 
“single fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with ‘trpyatu,’ 
“this must be taken as a distinct muntra?’ 


SIDDHANTA. 


To this we make the following reply: That Action alone can form the 
object of Indication by mantras, which requires a distinct effort for its 
accomplishment,—and not those that merely follow on the wake of other 
actions. 

That is to say, in the case of the Holding etc. we'find that unless one 
performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the Eating; and hence 
it was only right for the person, as well as for the Scripture, to make a 
distinct effort (towards its performance and Indication respectively). In 
the case in question, however, we tind that for the satisfaction (of Hunger) 
there is no other effort possible than what is involved in Hating ; and as 
such no usefal purpose could be served by its indication (by the mantra). 
Consequently, we can explain the Imperative (in ‘ippyatu’) either as 
denoting a request, or as having the force of the Present ; and thereby the 
two sentences would be connected, syntactically,—indicating, jointly, the 
single act of Hating as. qualified by sales forming a single 
mantra, 7 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


[The mantras beginning with ‘Indrapitasya’ etc. are applicable to all 
Hatings, with the necessary modifications.} = = . 


[An Hypothetical Adhikarana. | 


Sütra (27): Inasmuch as the mantra indicates the particular 
‘Eating,’ out of a number of those that are all enjoined by the 
same Injunction,—-the ‘Eating’ of the Soma other than that 
dedicated to Indra is to be done without any mantra. 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, there are several cups of Soma 
dedicated to a number of Deties, Indra and the rest. The remnants of 
these offerings are to be eaten, and the mantra laid down in connection 
with this eating is the Bhukshanuvaka under consideration, And there 
now arises the question as to whether the mantra ia to be repeated with 
the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which has been 
dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done without any 
mantras. | 

_ Inasmuch as the word ‘Indrapitasya’ (in the mantra) is co-extensive 
with the Soma (that is offered to Indra),—as there are no words in the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra,—and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications in mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatinys is a distinct Primary by itself),—it would 
appear that the eating. of the Soma dedicated to other Deities is to be 
done without mantras, 

As ayainst the above, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sütra (28): “The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 
with the Deity (to whom the offering has been made) ; because 
the offerings to the other Deities are shown to have their 
archetype i in the offering made to Indra.” 


` “In connection with the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities 
“than Indra, the mantra is to be repeated with the necessary modifications ; - 
‘because the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the 
“offering to Indra. Though all the offerings” are similar-actions, yet 
“ inasmuch as they ave distinct actions, some would be meie.offshoots of 
“the other. And here we find that the offering of the. Dhrwvusoma to 
“ Indra forms the archetype of the other offerings. EE 
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“ Question : ‘ How do you know this ?’ 

“ Answer: We know.this from the fact of the mantra relating to the 
u Holding pointing to the Soma as forming the object of offering to Indra ; 
as there is always a restriction of the object to be accomplished by its 
“Instrument; as for instance, the Agnihotra etc, are restricted by the 
« Thavaniya Fire etc. Asa matter of fact, too, all the accessory details of 
“the Soma are present only where the Soma is present ; and hence it is 
“ only the offerings (of Soma) to Indra that are accompanied by the acces- 
“sory details; and the other offerings, not being directly connected with 
“those details, would take them only by transferenco (from the former). 
“And thus it is established that the same Mantras, with necessary 
« modifications, are applicable to the other offerings also. 

“Tt is only thus that we have the Injunction, with reference to the 
‘previously mentioned ‘namatz ` (=viparinamatt, modifies), specified to 
“the Anushtup metre (that is to say, this injunction distinctly points to 
“ the fact of the modifications of mantras being quite in keeping with the 
“ Scriptures). This injunction is in connection with the Jyotishtoma ; and 
“it is because the various parts of the Jyotishtoma are not yet recognized 
“ as its offshoots that the change in the mantra has to depend upon the 
"said Injunction ; as if they were recognized as its offshoots, then the 
“changes would have been made in accordance with the general law that 
“the ectypes are tb be done in the manner of the archetype; and hence 

“in that case the Injunction brought forward could not have shown what 
“it is meant to show. 

“ Objection: ‘The parts of the Jyotéshtoma are its mere ectyes ; and 
“ hence the mention of the change does not indicate what you mean.’ 

“ Reply: Not so; because all the offerings ending with the Agnish- 
“foma being contained in the same Injunction, even though the Parts 
" (sanethis) were mere ectypes, the mantra applied to these would be in 
“its unchanged form—in accordance with general law that ‘ the ectype is 
“to be done in the same way as the archetype’; and in that case there 
“should not have heen any mention of ‘ Ohange’ (in the word ‘namati’). 

“When the offering to Indra forms the archetype of the other offer- 

"ings, the mantra does undergo changes, in connection with the Aynishfoma 
“ etc., occurring in the Third Savana ; and hence the mention of ‘Change’ 
“becomes quite compatible with this. By the word ‘namati’ what is 
- Meant is the inserting of a particular word, and not that of the word 
Ge anushtup.’ 
Consequently certain modifications are to be made in the mantras, 


“in accordance with the Deities, to whom the particular Gelee are 
“ made,” ` 


_ ADHIKARANA (12). 


(There should be a mention of Indra in PER with the Punarabh, Yu- 
-~ mnita Soma. | 


Sätra (29): In connection with the Punarabhyunnita, there 
should be a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both. . 


While the foregoing Adhikarana still rests in the Pirvapaksha, and 
the Siddhanta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
Pada, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having ` 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what circumstances 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 

When the soma contained in certain vessels has been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left in them, move 
soma is poured into the same vessels (for other offerings) ; and the somu 
thus poured in is called the ‘ Punarabhyunnita Soma.’ How this character 
belongs to that soma, and how it forms the object of the discussion rela- 
ting to modifications, is thus shown:—There are ten vessels; four of 
these belong to the Brahma, ete, who make the middle offerings; and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vashatkira and the 
Anuvashatkara of the Hotr priest; while the Hautraka vessels (that is 
the vessels belonging to the Hoty) aro used only once in the offering of 
the Vashatkara ;-—in all these, the Deity is Indra ;—and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma, more séma is 

poured into them and offered to other Deities ;—all this is shown br Ae 
Directions,—in connection with the offerings to many Deities that are 
made by the Priests in connection with the Second Homa,—implied in the 
y aya mantras connected with those offerings ;—-such, for instance, 4s 
‘maitravaruno mitrdvarunau mitram vayam havamahé, etc., etc.’ ;—and 
_ when, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are brought out 
for the purpose of the post-sacrificial eating, then they are found to 
Contain two remnants,—the former, the. remnant of the first offering. to 
. Indra, and the latter, that of the offering to Mitrivaruna. And then, 
when the time comes for the mention of the Deities (in. course of the 
| mantras to be recited in connection with -the eating of these remnants) 
there arises a doubt as to whether there should be a mention of Indra 
whose connection with the vessel as its Deity has been passed Ger, as also 


ADHIKARANA (18). 
[At the eating of the Patnivata, Indra, etc., should not be mentioned. ] 


Sitra (82): “In the Patnivata, it would be as before.” 


We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

_ Asa matter of fact, we find that the remnanta of the offerings to the 
pair of Deities are thrown into the Addtyasthalz, and from that they are 
again transferred to the Agruyanasthali ; and, subsequent to this, we have 
the declaration of the Holding of the Painivata -in the sentence ‘ Updneu- 
patréna Patnivatamayrayanat grhnati.’ 

And when the ealiny of the remnant of this Panivata offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the Deities other than 
Patnivat should be mentioned in the mantra recited, or not. Andon this - 
we have the 


PURVAPAKSHA 


that they should be mentioned—the mantra being read as Indravayw- 
patnivatpitasya, ete. 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (33): Inasmuch as the remnant is taken up (by the subse- 
quent Deity), the connection of the previous Deity should be 
set aside. | 
The present case is by no means similar to that dealt with in the 

previous Adhikarunu. Because, at the time of the Holding of the offering 

to Patnivat, the proximity of the other Deity is set aside; as the offering 
to Patnivat is laid down as to be conveyed together with the remnants of 
the previous offerings. 

That is to say, the conveying of the gift to Patnivat is laid down, as 
to be done when the remnants of the offerings to the pair of Deities have 
been transferred to the A grayana vessel, And under the circumstances, 
even if the gift were conveyed to another Deity, the implication of its 
connection with Patnivat would be unobstructed; and when Patnivat 
itself is declared as one to whom the gift is to be conveyed, its connection 
with the remnants becomes all the more potent. For instance, the somu 
that issues from the Agi 'ayana vessel is meant to belong to Patnivat; and as 
a matter of fact, the remnants of the other offerings are actually found to 
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issue from the Agrayana vessels; hence these remnants sia are eon- 
veyed as gifts to Patnivat. 

If we had the declaration in the form ‘ Agrayanam patnivatam karoti, 
then, even though the Remnant would have been proximately connected 
with Patnivat, yet; inasmuch as it would not be the | Agrayauna,’ it would 
on the strength of the text be removed from the conveyance of the gift, 
But we find the direction in the form, ‘Ayrayanat pitnivataum grhnati’ 
—and not as ‘ Ayrayanusyu ’ or ‘ Ayrayanam.’ And in such cases—e.g. in 
the sentence ‘ vpkshat parnam patati’—we understand the parna falling to 
be, not only the leaves of the tree, but also the feathers of the birds 
inhabiting the tree; because the Tree is spoken of only as the pluce from 
which the parna falls (and not as that to which the parna belongs). In the 
same manner, in the case in question, all that is laid down as the ground 
for the connection of the Remnant with Patnivat is the fact of its 
issuing fiom the Agrauana vessel, and not that of its being the Agruyuna 
itself, And from between the. Sumpata and the Ayrayana, which 
occupy the same place, that which issnes forth can be spoken of as 
‘Ayruyandt apétah’; and that is the sole ground for the connection with 
> Patnivat, 

As for the fact of the Remnant heing mixed up with offerings other 
than the Agrayuna, it issues (or flows) from the Non- Agrayana also, 
this fact is of no use either in the prohibition or. the injunction (of 
the Palnivata); because we have uo such declaration as that ‘that which 
flows ‘from the Non-Agrayana is not Patnivata’ If such were tho sense 
of the scriptures, then that Ayrayana offering, which actually flows from 
the Zur yuna, would he flowing from both the Agrayanc and 
the Aufgrayuna, and would thus cease to be ‘ Patnivata.’ Consequently, 
inasmuch as there would be nothing to warrant the restriction that 
the Remnant must (in order to be connected with Patnivat) flow 
from the Agrayana only, we must admit it simply as that it should 
Slow from the Agrayuna. And as this would be applicable to the Sampaia 
also, it becomes quite possible for the Remnant to be connected with 
the Putiivut Deity. And as until the ownership of thé previous Deity 
has not been set aside, it could not belong to the previous Deity,—there 
can be no mention of the previous Deity (at the eating of the Rem- 
nant of the Patnivata); just as when the teacher gives the remnant of his 
food to his head-pupil, and this latter, having had his full ont of it, 
gives it to the subordinate pupil, this latter eats it as the remnant of the 
- food of the head- pupil, and not as that of the teacher. = : 
Objection : " The Remnant in question is only a part of that which 
“belonged to the previons Deity, —that i is to say, before it was offered to 
“ Patnivat,’” ` NS 
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The author of the Bhashya, thinking of making the objector 
admit bis own view of the case, replies jointly: Certainly, we do not find any 
part of that which has been poured into the fire as an offering. That is to say, 
all that belongs to the previous Deity is that which was actually poured 
for it into the fire, and that which was thus offered was destroyed by. 
the fire. | 
. The opponent, not comprehending the drift of the answer, urges— 
“Buen in the original offering, we do not find any portion of that which has 
been poured as lthation.”’ 

The answer to this is that, in the original offering the Deity was duly 
named at the time of the utterance of the words conveying the gift to the 
Deity. 

Says the opponent: ‘‘ The same was the case in the case in question 
also” > 
The Siddhanti replies: In this lies the difference from the original 
offering. That is to say, in the case of the original offering, there was no 
mention made of the Deity that had been set aside; while in the 
present case, the fact of its having been set asido is distinctly stated. 

Thus, then, it is established that Patnivut alone should be men- 
tioned—(the mantra being read as ‘ Pulnivatpitusya, ete.’ ). 


ADHIKARANA (14). 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Pdtnivata offering there should be 
no.mention of Tvashty. ] e 


Sūtra (34): “Tvashtr should be mentioned, because of the 
. Drinking.” 


[In connection with the P@tnivatu offering, we have the Mantra, 
‘Agnat patnivan, sajirdévéna Tvashtra somam piva’; and with regard to 
this, there arises the question as to whether Tvashtr should be men- 
tioned at the eating or not. | s 

On this question, we have the followmg 


. PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as in connection with the Pātnīvata offering, Tvashir is 
“spoken of as ‘drinking the Soma’ in the company of Patnivat, he also 
“must be regarded as the Deity of that offering, as indicated by the 
“words of the Mantra.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sutra (35): Such should not be the case, because of inequality. 


Tvashtr should not be mentioned ; because between Mantra and the 
Direct Injunction, there is a vast difference of authoritative strength (this is 
one ‘inequality’); and then again, there is a difference in the characters 
of Tvashty and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drinking; as what 
the Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tvashty) (this is another 
‘inequality ’). 

That is to say, in the Injunction of the Patnivata offering —* Patni- 
vatam grhnati’-—we have Patnivat alone mentioned as the Deity, and that 
too by means of a nominal affix (in the word ‘ Pa@tnivatam’) ; and the nom- 
inal afix could not denote this, if the deific character depended upon 
something else (the association of another Deity for instance); and for 
this reason also, the Indication by the words of the Mantra (of the deitic 
character of Tvuashty) is extremely weak in its authority ( ag against the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix). Then again, as a matter of fact, 
‘it is not found to be impossible for the Mantra to he an auxiliary to the 
Action in question, unless the deific character of Tvash{r is admitted ; a“ 
_ the connection of the Mantra with the Action is accomplished by its deno- 
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tation of Patnivdt only. Nor is the mention of Tvashif in the Mantra 
. otherwise inexplicable; ‘as its mention could be taken to be in praise of 
Patnivat. Thus then, the meaning of the Mantra would come to be this: 
‘You, and Patnivdn, who are associated with Tvashtr, drink the soma! ’ 

- On the other hand, how could the mention of Tvashtr being the 
‘drinker of soma’ (even if the Mantra could be made to give this meaning) 
make Him the Deity of that offering H Because the sole function of the 
Deity of a sacrifice lies in his serving as the agent with reference to whom 
the offerings are made (and not in his actually eating or drinking the 
materials offered). ‘he deific character of Tvashtr, however, becomes all the 
more unacceptable, when all that the Mantra speaks of is his companion- 
ship (with Patnīvat) (and not even the fact of his being a ‘drinker ’) ; and 
this too, it does only figuratively ; and it does not mean that he actually 
accompanies Patnivat in the ‘drinking’; as we often find the word ‘saha ’ 
used in cases where that which is spoken of as ‘accompanying’ does not 
join in the Action; for instance, in the common saying, ‘ sahaiva dagabhih 
putrath bhāram vahati gardabhi,’ we find that all that it means is that—- 
‘oven while the ass has ten offsprings, it is she that is made to carry the 
burden.’ | 

Thus it must be admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of Tvashtr being the Deity (of the Patntvata offering) ; and as such there 
should be no mention of him (at the eating of the Remnant of that 
offering’). 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Patnivata offering, there should be 
no mention of the Thirty and Three.] We 


Siitra (36): Bo also the Thirty, as the Mantra serves another 
purpose. | 


This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the conclusion 
of the foregoing Adhikarani to another case. ` 

[In connection with the same Pdtuivata, we find another Mantra: 
‘Aibhih agn® saratham yahyarvik naniratham vā, vibhavo hyuçväh, 
patnivatastrimeatastrimgca dévinanushvadhamavaha maidayasva’; and there 
arises the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the 
Patuivata offering, there should be a mention of the ‘Thirty and three’ 
Deities spoken of in this Muntra, or not.] 

And on this question, we havo the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as there are several points in which the present case differs 
“from that dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, the conclusion thereof 
“is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case. These points of 
“difference are the following :— oe 

“(1) The same mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also in- 
“dicates the fact of Agni being the Distrébuter of the Drink to the 
“Thirty and Three gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
“Drink; and hence the fact of these latter also ‘being the principal 
“ Deities is shown by the Mantra itself, which presents Agni in quite 
“a secondary position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

“ (2) In the case of the mantra treated of in the previous Adhtkaranu, 
“we found that it denoted mere companionship, and hence Tvasht 
“not being”found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected 
D from the deific position. The caseris reversed in the mantra now under 

_* consideration ; as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate; and 
“ hence the former law cannot apply to the present case. 

| “ (3) All that the Injunction contained in the word with. the. hanai 
“affix (‘ Patnivatam’) denotes is that the: deific character in. connection 
‘with the Action in qnestion consists in the fact of a certain Deity 
“being ‘Patnivtn’ (having a wife); and this qualification is, fonnd 
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uto be as concomitant with Agni—in the mantra ' Agndi Patnivan’—as 
swith the thirty and three gods, who are also spoken of in the same 
« Muntra as ‘having wives’ in the sentence ‘ Patnivatastrimeatastrimeca 
«Javan. Nor does the original Injunction (‘ Pdtnivatam grhniyat’) pre- 
‘elude the connection: of other Deities,—which preclusion would have 
o oeiéed the indications by the mantra. Nor is there any infringement 
“of the Injunction involved in the acceptance of the other Deities (the 
“thirty and three) along with the one formerly enjoined. And inasmuch 
“ag the connection of these other deities is cognized by altogether 
“ different means (i.e. the indications of the mantra), it cannot be said to 
“have anything to do with the nominal affix (in ‘ Patnivatum’), which 
“therefore cannot be said to be dependent upon the mention of these 
“(and as such impossible). That is to say, if the nominal affix had 
“enjoined the Deity ‘ Putnivat,’ as depending npon the ‘Thirty and 
“thrée,’ then alone could it be open to the charge of standing in need 
Ge an extraneous factor. And as for the mantra, there is nothing 

“ incongruous in its indicating the Deity, as depending upon the previous 
“Injanetion (as such dependence is declared to be. incompatible only 

“with the natare of the Nominal Affix), Then too, inasmuch as we 
“accept both—Agni as well as the Thirty and Three gods—to be the 
“ Deities, there can be no contradiction between the original Injunction and 
“tho latter mantria Indication. 

“ Question: ‘When both the Deities serve the same purpose, how 
‘can they be both accepted P fas in such cases, it is necessary to take 
“ the two as optional alternatives]. 

“Answer: Both could not be taken together, if the mantra aid 
“not speak of both. As a matter of fact, however, we find that, while not 
“abandoning the mention of Agui,e-who has been enjoined in the 
“previous Injunction,—as having the character of the Deity in the 
ae of the Distributer, the muntra indicates the fact of the Thirty 

“und three gods being the Deities. 

“Thus then, both being takeu together, it becomes necessary to 
“make a mention of all of them (at the eating of the Pātnivata 
“ Remnant: j). And that this is authorized by the mantra itself, the 
T “ Bhâshya proceeds to show by appeuding an explanation of the mantra 

‘as follows : 

"fo reciting the Yajya the Agnidhra Priest thus respectfully prefers a 
“request to Agni, in the words—Ayfhi, Come—though the ‘4’ appears 

“at the very beginning of. the mantra and Ph. after three words, yet 
WII? usage is in accordance with the rule ‘ Ohandasi vyavahitagca’— 
` &bhih-—ie, along with the Thirty and Three gods mentioned later on, 

“either on, the same chariot, or on different chariots, as you are exception. 


1120 TANTRA-VARTIKA, ADH, II—PĀDA H—ADHI (15). 


“ally rich in horses ; but having come before them, present to the Thirty 
“and Three gods and their wives the Svadha& food, Soma, and satisfy 
“them fully.’ By this it is clearly shown that these Deities are memi 
‘ta be the enjoyers of the Drink.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: There should be ng 
mention of the Thirty and Three gods at the eating of the Patnivaty 
Remnant. Because in all cases the functioning of the mantra ig cou: 
trolled by what is directly enjoined; consequently, as in the case of 
Tvashty, so in the present case also, the mention of the Thirty and Three 
gods (in the mantra) must be taken as contributing to the praise of 
Agni. That is to say, inasmuch as the sole bnsiness of the mantra 
lies in recalling to mind what has been previously enjoined (in the 
Injunction ‘ Painivatam ygrhnati’), it could not, in any case, serve 
the purpose of indicating either the fact of Avni being the Distributor, 
or that of the Thirty and Three gods being the partakers, of the Drink,— 
both of these facts not having been previously enjoined. 

Thus then, the mantra being found to serve a distinct purpose, 
-it cannot be endowed with the power of independently indicating the 
deific character of the Thirty and Three gods, thereby stepping beyond 
the original Injunction. And when even this indicative potency is not. 
possible, it is all the more improbable for the mantra to have the 1 injunc- 
tive potency. 

Nor could the mantra be taken as recalling the deific character of 
these thirty and three gods only; because these gods have been men- 
tioned simply for the purpose of indicating the greatness of Ayni, enjoined 
by the previous Injunction, And the reason why we take it this way is 
that, inasmuch as the mantra describes, as the giver, one (Agni) whose 
lordship over the Soma is unknown, such description cannot be taken 
in its direct sense; and hence it is taken as implying the said lordship of 
Agni. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, the Soma has not’ been offered to 
Agni at the time that the mantra is being reeited; and then before he 
has himself received the Soma, if he were really asked to give it to others, 
iċ would mean a pure deception. ` If, however, the request to ‘give’ be con- 
strued as implying the praise of his greatness that ‘Thou art the true 
giver and the master of this Soma,’ then the sentence would become quite 
intelligible; asin that case it would resemble such ordinary complimen- 
‘tary talk as we come açross even in ordinary parlance; as for instance, 
in specially complimenting one of the persons invited, one says ‘ when you 
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bere been invited, you have become the master, and it is you who should 
invite the others.’ And in this case the sentence comes to serve a dis- 
‘tinctly useful purpose, in keeping with the previous Injunction, And 
the word ‘mfdayasva’ (satisfy them) also, not being found to be com- 
patible in its direct signification, is to be taken as implying the request 
‘come with these.’ Then also the mention of Agni as the giver could 
not serve any perceptible purpose; and as such it must be taken as in- 
dicating the fact of Agni being the actual Receiver of the offering. And 
thus, that which is clearly expressed by the nominal affix (in ‘Patnivatam’) 
would not have to be rejected, in view of the Mantra (as the two would 
in this case be quite compatible). 

Question: “The injunction mentioning merely the word ‘ Patnivatam’ 
“how do you make it out to be an injunction of Agni alone as the Deity, 
“and not the Thirty and Three ?” 

Arsswer: In the injunction in question, what is taken as the Patnivat 
(having a wife) is Agni, and not the Thirty and Three gods; because 
in the mantra ‘Agnāi patuivdn’ we find the epithet ‘ Painivän’ applied 
to Agni. l 

Objection: “ But we find the same epithet applied to the Thirty and 
“Three gods also, —in the mantra ‘ patnivatastrimeutah, ete.” 


_ Reply: True; the epithet is applied to them; but in spite of that, we 
take Agni alone to be the Patnivan that is meant by the previous Injunc- 
tion. Because as a rule, when something is mentioned by means of a 
nominal affix as in (‘ Patnivatam’), there is no manifestation of the 
number of that which is denoted by the basic noun; and inasmuch as the 
denotation of the basic noun could not be inserted in any other way, in an 
explanation of the word (‘ Patnivata’), it is spoken of in the singular 
number,—as ‘ Patnivén dēvatā asya.’ As for ‘ Thirty’ however it is always 
in the plural number, and as such could never find a place in the explana- 
tion of the word (‘ Patnivatam’) ; consequently no such nominal affix (as is 
found in the Injunction) could ever appear in connection with them; and 
hence they could never be taken as the Deities connected with the Action 
laid down in that Injunction. 
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14) 


ADHIKARANA (16), 
[At the eating, there should be no mention of the Anuvashatkara. | 


Sūtra (37): The Vashatkara also, like the Agent, (should not 
be mentioned). 


(There is an Anuvashatkdra mentioned in the sentence—‘ Somasyiigra 
vihitywnuvashtkaroti, and in convection with this there arises the ques- 
tion as to whether this Anuvashatkāra should be mentioned or not, at 
the time of the Katiny. | 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘‘Tuasmuch as there is no doubt as to the deific character of the 
"7 Anuvaxhutkdra being expressed by the said Injunction, as well as hy 
“the words of the muntra,—there must be a mention of this.” 


SIDDH ANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply: Just as the Drinker 
appearing subsequently could not make a mention of the previous Drinker, 
who is not connected with the Primary Sacrifice,— so, in the same manner. 
there could be no mention of the Vashutkara in question. Because this 
latter is not mentioned in the Primary Sacrifice; and even when it does 
appear, it does not appear as doing anything for that sacrifice. Conse- 
quently there should be no mention of this. 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The Remnants of offerings other than the one to Indra should be eaten 
without Mantras, | 


Sūtra (88): As the Soma belongs equally 2? all the 
Deities, ((there can be no relationship of the Arrhetype 
and Ectype among the various offerings); (and as for the 
declaration of the change into the Anushtip metre) itis a 
mere prohibition of the use of the preceding metre.. 


We now proceed to offer our reply to the opponent’s arguments 
contained in Sūtra (28). 

There should not be any modifications in the mantras, in accordance 
with the Deity, the remnant of whose offeriny is to be eaten; the 
remnants of the offerings to other deities than Indra should be eaten 
without mantras. Because the whole «ction of the Jyotishtoma forms a 
single context; and as such an action could not be its own archetype 
{Prukrti) and ectype (Vikrti). 

That is to say, if each of the several EN of the same action of 
offering to the various Deities (which repetitions constitute the Jyotishtoma 
sacrifice) were a distinct action hy itself, then each would have been 
related as the archetypes and ectypes of one another. As a matter of fact, 
however, they are not so many distinct actions; for neither the Soma 
nor any accessory details are laid down with reference to these indivi- 
dual offerings ; as the way in which one of these takes np the Soma, ete. 
is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. We shall 
explain this in detail under Sūtra I1I—vi—30. Nor can the mantra 
(‘ Indrapitaxya, etc.’) make the Soma entirely connected with Indra ; as we 
have a direct declaration (‘Soména yajétu’) to the effect that the Soma 
belongs to all the Deities. We find in the cave of the declaration ‘ Aha- 
vantyé juhoti,’ that, not appearing in the context of any particular sacri- 
fice, it points to the fact of the Ahuvaniya pertaining to all Homas; and 
hence inasmuch as there are no actions without the fire, what the sen- 
tence is taken to denote is the fact of such persons as have not laid the 
fire not being entitled to the performance of any sacrifices. But the fact 
of the Soma belonging to all the Deities is not indicated by the mantra in 
the same manner, in the case in question; as in this case, the Mantra 
heing found in the context (of the particular sacrifice Jyotishtoma), could 
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very well, by its indicative power, indicate the fact of the Soma belong. 
ing to Indra ;—and that the Soma belonging to the other Deities wonld 
be held and measured (by handfuls), without being indicated by the 
Mantra. : 7 

Or, it may be that there being no discrimination among the several 
Somas, all of them being held up, they would be distinguished by the 
words conveying the offerings to the several Deities. 

Or, as in the case of the Subrahmanya, the mantra could be taken 
as indicating Indra as the chief among the rest, the sense being ‘ Indra 
and the rest.’ 

Or, lastly, inasmuch as the word ‘Vasumat’ is not found in the 
original Injunction of the sacrifice, the mention of that in the mantra 
would be otherwise useless; and hence the word ‘ Vasumattvéna’ may be 
taken as denoting ‘ Indra as accompanied by the other Deities.’ 

Thus then, the Soma is equally connected, by Injunction, with all the 
Deities ; and thus none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectype of 
the other. 

It has been argued above (under Sūtra 28) that, inasmuch as we 
have an injunction as to changing the metre of the original into the 
Anushtup, the offering, in connection with which this change is laid down, 
is an ectype of the former. But the injunction of the change could 
very well be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to all 
Deities ; as in that case it could be explained as a qualified Injunction 
of a particular metre in the place of the Jagati metre which would have 
been used, on account of the offering falling in the Third Savana. Or, it 
may be that, inasmuch as the several Samsthiis of the Jyotishtoma aro mere 
ectypes, it is only natural that there should be modifications in connec- 
tion with these; but that docs not serve the purpose of “showing” that 
the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to 
Indra (as held by Sūtra 28). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Bhakshamanira is to 
be employed only in connection with the eating of the Remnant of tho 
offering to Indra; and like the Holding and the Measuring, the Mantra 
could not restrict the eating; and hence the Remnants of the offerings to 
other Deities are to be eaten without Mantras, 
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ADHIKARANA (18), 
[The eating of the Aindragna Remnant is to be done without mantras.) 


Sūtra (89): “Inthe case of the Aindragna offering, the mantras 
«should be used, because of the presence in the mantra of an 
“indication of that Deity.” 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the mantra ‘ Indra- 
pitasya, etc.’ is applicable to those cases where the Deity is Indra accom- 
panied by another Deity. And on this point we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


"The Mantra is quite applicable to such cases. Because the declara- 
“tion of Indra being the Deity does not depend upon the fact of the Soma 
“being drunk by him ; and hence there can be no similarity between the 

“present cases and the case of the Quartering of the Agnéya Cake (dealt 
“with under Sūtra II—i—27) for the simple reason of the EE of 
“the word. 

“That is to say, in the case of the sentence ‘ Agnéyam caturdha 
“karoti? we find that, in the word ‘ Agnéyam,’ what is expressed as the 
“distinguishing property is the fact of the sacrificer having conveyed 
“the gift of that particular cake to Agni; and inasmuch as this fact is men- 
“tioned by means of the nominal affix (in ‘ Agnéyam’), as pertaining 
“to Agni alone, independently of all other Deities,—it is not taken as 
“denoting the fact of its depending upon other Deities. In the case in 
“question, on the other hand, in the word ‘ Indrapitasya,’ the distinguish- 
“ing property spoken of is the fact of being the Receiver of the gift; and this 
“ property belongs partially to each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni) to 
“whom the gifts have been conveyed by words; and in so far as the action 
(of being the Receiver of Soma) belongs to each of the two, each is spoken 
“of as the ‘ Drinker.’ Consequently in the case of the Aindragna offering, 
` inasmuch as both Indra and Agni would drink the Soma offered, we 

“could very well assert that half of it had been drunk by Indra, and 
“half by Agni. And as (he character of ‘being drunk by Indra’ does 
“not exactly exist in the Remnant that is pea us (at the time of 
“ Hating), we must take the word ‘ Iudrapitasya’ (in the Mantra) as 
“applying to it, through that portion of it which has been poured in 
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“libation; and there is no such limit to this as that it is only when so 
“ much has been drunk of it that it can be called by the name. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the distinguishing property expressed jy 
“the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ is found to exist in the Aindragna offering, the 
“remnant of this latter also is to be eaten with the mantra ‘ Indrapitasyo, 
ete.’ ).” : 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sëtze (40): The Mantra should apply to that of which there is 
a single Deity (Indra); because (Aindragna is) a dis. 
tinct Deity (from Indra); just as in the case of the Quar- 
tering (of the Cuke). 


The Aindragna offering would certainly have been included in the. 
word ‘ Indrapita,’ if the distinguishing feature, expressed hy the word, 
had consisted in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
(of the Somu). But, as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in the caseof anoffering being made to them, is that they serve 
as the Recipjents of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time that the 
gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of any one 
of them singly; as like the nominal affix (in ‘ Aynéyam’) the compound 
also (in ‘Aindrigna’) would not be possible in case the factors com- 
pounded depended upon something else. Consequently, just as in the 
case of the Quarteriny of the Agnéya Cake, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ denotes the fact of Indra alone 
being the Deity, it could not apply to the offering that is made to both 
(Indra and Agni) conjointly ; and as such the Mantra in question cannot 
be applied to this latter offering. 

The point, however, wherein the present case differs from that of the 
said Quartering, and which saves it from being taken as a mere repetition 
of the same discussion,—-is as follows: In the present case what the 
Pirvapaksht holds is that the distinguishing character expressed by the 
word ! Indrapitasya’ is not the Deific character, but the character of being 
the Drinker subsisting in the Receiver of the gift,—and that this exists in 
each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni); and the Giddhants replies by 
showing that the actual character of ‘ Drinker’ being inapplicable to the 
Deities, what the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ indicates is the fact of Indra beiny 
the Deity. [And the two positions are very differently argued in the case 
of the said Quartering. } | 

As a matter of fact, however, even if the actual character: of Drinker 
had belonged to the Deities, it would not have been possible to speak uf 
‘the Remnant ‘as ‘drunk by Indra’ Because it is not the Soma that was 
ponred as offering to Indra that is spoken of by the words . ‘ Indrapitasya 
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ver as that which was actually poured has been all drunk by Indra 
(and as shch could not have remained in the vessel, to be eaten and 
addressed as ‘ Indrapitasya’),—while that which has not been poured as 
an offering could not have been drynk by Indra (and as such this too could 
not be spoken of as ‘ Indrapitasya’). 
That is to say, it is the Remnant of the Soma in the vessel that is 
spoken of as ‘ Indrapita’; but as a matter of fact, this has not been 
‘drank by Indra,’ because the word could apply only to that which was 
actually poured as an offering (and not to that left behind in the vessel), 
Consequently, inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrupita’ denotes a property 
of that which exists in the vessel, it must be taken as denoting ‘ that 
which has been conveyed, by words, as an offering to Indra’; and this 
would simply mean that the word expresses the fact of Indra being the 
Deity as the distinguishing feature of ‘ Indrupita.’ Nor is it possible for 
the character of being drunk, really subsisting in the Soma poured as 
offering, to be attributed to the Remnant in the vessel ; because the word 
‘Indrapita’ is quite applicable to the Remnant, through its own real 
property—that of having Indra for its Deity. 
| As a matter of fact, when a certain part of a substance is actually 
poured as offering, it is the whole of that substance, being given away 
(in words) to the Deity, that accomplishes the sacrifice ; and hence in the 
word ‘ Indrapita,’ the root ‘pa’ (to drink) must be taken in the sense of 
‘ sacrifice,’ —just as is done with the verb ‘nirvipēt? (in the sentence 
‘ sauryancarun-nirvapét,' which literally means deposits, but is taken in the 
sense of sacrifices), And consequently inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapita’ 
would denote the means of the accomplishment of the sucrifice to Indra, it 
could not express that of the sacrifice to Indra-Agni; and hence the 
mantra in question could not apply to the offering to Indra-Agni. 
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ADHIKARANA (19). 


[The Mantras beginning with the word ‘ gdyatracchandasak’ are appli. 
cable to the offerings in connection with which several metres are 
used. | 


Sittra (41): “The metre is like the Deity.” 


The present Adhikarana deals with an exception to the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 

[We find, in the Bhakshauuvaka, certain mantras beginning with the 
word ‘gayatracchandasak’; and there arises the question as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that Soma-offering alone wherein the Gayatri 
is the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres are used. | 

On this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ As shown in the foregoing Adhikarana, inasmuch as the compound 
“ gayatracchandasah’ would be impossible if the Gayatri metre depended 
“upon any other metre, the word ‘ gdyutrackandasah’ could not apply 
“ to that offering wherein the Gayatri metre used would depend upon other 
“ metres; and hence the mantras in question should be employed in 
‘connection with that Soma-offering wherein the Gayatri is the only 
“ metre used.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
To the above, we make the following reply : 


Sittra (42): It should apply to all offerings ; because there is no 
offering in which a single metre is employed. 


It is only when the distinguishing character mentioned can exist 
independently by itself, that we do not accept it as depending upon others, 
—and not when it has no independent existence. 

We have shown in connection with the ‘Quartering also, that if 
there were, in the context, no such cake as belonged to Agni alone, then 
we could have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other 
Deities also (as the objects of Quartering);~—:so also in the foregoing 
Adhikarana, it was simply because there was an offering made to Indra 
alone, that we denied the applicability of the epithet ‘ Indrapita’ to that 
which was made to Indra conjointly with Agni, But it is a well-known 
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fact that there is no offering in which the Gayatri is the only metre used; 
as in the sacrifices mentioned in all the three Vedas, other metres are sure 
to come in. Consequently, the name ‘ gayatracchandasah’ must be taken as 
applying to those in which there are many metres used; just as the name 
‘ Rathantarasdma ` is BEE to offerings wherein there are mung other 
sãmas also. 

And the rule that Set is dependent upon something else is incap- 
able of being compounded’ does not apply to those cases in which the 
factor concerned is never without dependence upon something else. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the mantra in question is 
applicable to those offeriugs, in connection with which there are many 
metres used (besides the Gayatr? ). , 


[The Final Siddhanta conclusion derived from the Discussions contained 
in the last nine Adhikaranas, Sitras 27-42. | 


Sutra (43): One and the same mantra belongs to (the eating 
of) all (the offerings) as held by Aiticayana; because the 
word ‘Indrapita’ indicates the savana; as otherwise, the 
‘Drinking’ (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have 
to be taken in its secondary figurative sense. 


This stra supplies the final reply to all that has been said in Satras 
27-42. None of the eatings is to be done without a mantra; even in the 
eatiny of the remnants of those offerings that are not made to Indra, the 
mantra is to be used just as if stands, without any modifications. Because 
the word ‘ Indrapita’ meaning ‘ that savana in which the soma ts drunk by 
Indra, even those offerings of soma that are not made to Indra come to be. 
called ‘ Indrapita,’ as occurring in that’ savana. 

That is to say, the word ‘ Indrapitasya’ is to be taken, not as quali- 
fying ‘somasya’ but as qualifying the ‘ Prātahsavana’ (Morning libation ), 
and as such applying to every one of the offerings connected with that 
. savana. Nor is the word ‘ Prataksavana’ coextensive with ‘Soma’; as it 
is the name of a certain part of the sacrifice (Jyotishtoma). If then, the 

word meant the ‘Soma connected with the Prétahsavana,’ then we should 
have had the word ‘ Pratahsavaniyasya’ (and not ‘ ' Pratahsavanasya "A 
Thus then, the word ‘ Pratahsavanasya’ being taken as coextensive with 
‘ Indrapitasya’, the genitive in these two words is due to their differentia- 
tion from all connection with Soma; and that in ‘somasya,’ being non- 
_ Cvaxtensive, is based upon the non-differentiation (from the Soma). 
Thus then, on account of the indication of another word (‘ savanasya’), 
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and on account of the fact of all the offerings having the same connectiong 
and occurring in the same context, the Mantra should be used in connec. 
tion with every one of them. 

Question: “ How do you make out all this ? ” 

Answer: We conclude thus, for the simple reason that, otherw ise, 
the ‘Soma-remnant’ (if connected with ‘ Iudrapity’) would have to be 
taken in its secondary figurative meaning. That is to say, the whole 
quantity of soma, conveyed, by means of words, as gift to Indra, would be 
the direct or principal ‘ Indrapita’; and the portion of it left behind in the 
vessel after the offering has been actually poured into the fire, would he 
spoken of as‘ Indrapita’ only figuratively, And certainly this would be 
highly objectionable. 

Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma-offerings are eg with 
the Indrapitasavanu, it is established that the eating of the Remnant of 
every one of them should be done with the mantra ‘Indrapitasya, etc.’ 


Thus ends the Second Pada of Apuayiya III. 
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, ADHYAYA III. 
i PADA III. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Loudness, etc., are properties of the Veda.] 


Sūtra (1): “Because of the Direct Declaration, the properties 
p S would pertain to the community.” 


Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their 
Indicative Power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical 
connection. , 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘ uccatrrca kryaté’ (the 
Rik is recited londly), etc., and also ‘ Tadyadi rkta ulvanamkriyaté Garha- 
putyam parétya bhijh svāhēti juhuyat’ (if we should make a mistake in 
the Rk he should offer a libation into the Garhapatya Fire with the 
mantra ‘ bhiih svah@’), and so forth. 

The question now is this: In the former sentence, which lays down 
the qualifications of loudness etc, with reference to the Rk, ete., as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three Vyabrtis,—should we, on the strength of the fact of ita being 
directly mentioned as independent of anything else, take the word ‘Rk’ 
in the sense of Verse as explained in Saira II—i—35? or should we take 
it as denoting the whole of the Rgveda . consisting of the entire set 
of mantras and Brahmanas ? 

Question: “ Why should there be any such doubt as to the significa- 
“tion of the word?” 

Answer: The reason for the doubt lies in the fact of there being a 
disagreement between the declaration in the beginning, and that in the 
end, of what forms a single sentence syntactically connected. That is 
to say, in the beginning we have the mention of the Vedas, while in the 
end we find the Rk, Sama and Yajush mentioned. Under the circumstances 
the word ‘ Vēda’, found in the beginning of the sentence, may be taken as 
indirectly. indicating the Rk, etc., and, on the other hand, the words ‘ Rk’ 
ete. occurring in the end may be taken as indicating the Vedas; and thus 
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there arises a doubt as to which of these two interpretations is the more 
reasonable and correct of the two. The Doubt,.is open to the same 
objections, and capable of the same justifications, as those in connection 
with the sentence ‘ aktah carkarah, etc.’ (Sūtra I—iv—29). 

Objection: “ In that case the present question may be taken as having 
“been effectively dealt with by that same sūtra; EEN as such sarv 18 no 
“ need of its being taken up for consideration again.” 

Reply: This reproach is scarcely justifiable; as what jas been 
established in that sūtra is the authoritative character of the sequence of 
a sentence, in cases where the bearing of the Injunction is doubtful, 
while in the case in question, there is no doubt as to the bearing of the 
Injunction, as there is no doubt as to the Rk, Sama, etc. being denoted by the 
words occurring in the Injunction, Consequently it becomes absolutely 
necessary to definitely ascertain the correctness of one of the two alter- 
natives, by finding out which word is to be taken in its secondary figu- 
rative sense. 


On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ In accordance with the arguments advanced under the Purvapakshu 
“of Sūtra I—iv—29, it must be admitted, on the strangth of the direct 
“Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to 
“the communities of the ‘Rk,’ etc. (i.e. to the Verse, etc., and not to the 
“ Rgveda, eto.). 

“And further, just as the Generic Substance or Action is not 
‘incompatible with special forms appearing in the sequential sentences 
“—go, in tho same manner, the Rk, etc. are not incompatible with the 
“Vedas. Nor are the words ‘ik,’ etc. ever capable of being used with 
“reference to the Brahmana-portion «(of the Vedas); while the word 
nr Vēda’ can be used with reference to any part of the Veda (be it even a 
“single Verse); as words expressive of a collection are always found 
“to be applicable to pee components of that EES as, for im- 
“ stance, we speak of the ‘whole village having come’ (when the word 
“ ‘village’ is used with reference to the men in the village). Thus too, 
“people who are reading the Veda, speak of ‘reading the Veda,’ and of 

“ the ‘ Veda remaining to be finished,’ etc. etc. only when they are study- 
“ing the Rk-portion of it, and not when they are raang thp Brihmana- 
“ portion, 

“Then again, there is a définite line differentiating Ge "Rk, the 
~ “ §ama and the Yajush from one another; and as such their properties: of 
“loudness could be duly sscertained and delegated to'sñch of them. The 
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« Vedas on the other hand are mixed up with one another; and as such 
“that would always be a hopeless admixture of the properties in question. 
“That is to say, there are certain Rk-verses that are found in all the 
“three Vedas; and so also are certain Yajush sentences. And hence if 
“the character of the Vedas were the sole criterion for the application 
«of the properties, then, in the case of such verses it could not be 
“ascertained whether they should be recited loudly or slowly (because 
Kes occurring in the Rgveda they should be recited loudly, while 
“ag occurring in the Yajurveda they should be. repeated quietly); 
uor we would have to take the properties as optional alternatives, 
“because the applicability to them of the name of one Veda would be 
“ as correct and justifiable as that of the other; and there are no grounds 
“for such option. If, however, we take the words ‘Rk,’ etc. in the 
“sentence in question as expressing the classes of Rk etc, then we 
“are saved from these anomalies; because a single collection of letters 
“does not belong to any two classes (‘Rk’ and ‘ Sama’ f.i.). 

“The latter theory has the further advantage of being in keeping 
“with the indications of the fact of the sentences in question occurting 
“in the context of the Jyotishtoma. Otherwise if the words were taken 
“as referring to the particular Vedas, then, inasmuch as the Veda treata 
“equally of all Grain-Sucrifices, Animal-Sacrifices, One-day sacrifice, etc., 
“the properties laid down in the sentence in question would pertain 
“to all these sacrifices; and would thus overstep the bounds of the 
‘context in which it occurs. | | 

“ Objection: ‘Even in accordance with your theory, inasmuch as the 
“class Rk also would be found in several contexts, the contingency you 
“have just shown would be equally possible in your case also, If you seek 
“to restrict the injunction to the Rk in the context, on the ground of 
“there being no reason for overstepping the bounds of the Context,—then 
“the same may be said in our case also; because we could restrict the | 
“injunction to that much of the Veda as occurs in the Context.’ 

“ Reply: The two cases are not equally open to the objection ; 
“because for us, inasmuch as the genus ‘ Rk’ inheres completely in each 
“collection of letters (known as such), we have it in the Context, in its 
ý complete form ; for you, on the other hand, the Veda being a very large 
“collection, it cannot exist, in its complete form, in the Context. If the 
“class ‘Rk’ had pervaded, as a single whole, over the collection of all Rks, 
“then it could not exist, in its complete form, in the Context ; and in that 
i‘ case, it would be exactly like the Veda. For the character of ‘ Védatva’ 

inheres only in the collection of all Mantras, Brdhmanas und Deductions 
: —known as the ‘Kafhaka’ and the like—which treat of many sacrifices. 
i For us, on the other hand, the generic character of the Rk, or Sama 
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“or Yajush inheres, in its complete form, in each of fhe endless collections 
“of such feet of verses, words and parts, as are found to form a single 
“syntactical whole. And jnst as such corporate (collective) substances ag 
“the Forest are related to the community of ‘Vanatva, so it is this 
“community of the collections of Rk that is spoken of as ' jäta ' (in the 
“ sutra). Though the Anasaya, and the commentators on it, hawe ex. 
“plained the word ‘jäta’ as synonymous with ‘jāti, =at this explanation - 
“ is not correct ; because there can be no ‘jāti’ (f genus’ or class) in the 
“Rk, etc. Because we have shown (in the Tarkapada) that there is no 
“such class as ‘gocabdatva’ inhering in the word ‘go’ (which is made 
“up of the two letters g and ei: and then how could there be any such 
“classes as the ‘Rk,’ ‘ Sima’-and ‘ Yajush,’ all of which would be as 
‘t impossible as the class ‘ Vakyatva’? 

“ That is to say, we have already shown, under the Tadbhutadhikarana, 
“that we cannot, like the class ‘ Brdémanatva,’ assume any such class as 
“¢Vakyatva’ as inhering either in the last letter of the sentence or in 
-“ tho whole aggregate of letters arranged in a certain order, each of which 
‘is manifestable by means of distinct efforts, organs and positions of 
“ speech ; because of the fact of these letters being separated from one 
“another by the intervention of the desire to recognize the relationship 
“ of the denotations of words with parts differing from one another. And 
“ in the same manner, we could not assume any suth class as ‘ Akiva, 
"7 Vagushtva’ or ‘Samatva,’ all of which depend upon certain letters 
“ and intonations arranged in a definite order. 

“ For these reasons, what we must take the word ‘ jata’ to mean is the 
“ aggregate community—called ‘Rk,’ or ‘ Yajush,’ or ‘ Séma’—whichi 
“inheres in every one of such collections of words as form a single syn- 
“tactical whole ; and there is no class known by any of those names. Just as 
“among certain words, whose significations are based upon their etymo- 
“logical composition, we admit of a community other than the Class,—so 
“the community of aggregates, spoken of as ‘jäta, is something wholly 
“different from what is known as ‘ Olass’ or ‘ Jati.’ In ordinary parlance 
“ too, the words ‘jäta’ and jati’ are taken just as we have explained ` and 

hence we must interpret the si#tra accordingly.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sütra (2): (It pertains to the Veda) because of the fact of 
. the words occurring in a context.dealing mostly with the Veda. 


l Question: “What do you mean by ‘ Prayadargana’ here? Certainly 
NW di is not similar to the Prayadarcanas’ mentioned in other places ;—that d 
“why we put you the question. The siitra ‘ Prayévacandacca’ (Il —ii—12) 
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has been explained as because of the mention being in a contest where all the 

test are Primartes—‘ Prayé’ being taken as ‘ Pradhanaprdyé '; so also in the 
“sqtra S Weck prayadurpanat’ (II—iii—16), the word ‘ prāya’ has been 
i explained as ‘ sanskäroprāya, the meaning of the esptra being—because we 
u find tt in a contest where all the rest are subsidiary purificatory rites, such as 
“ the milking of the cow, etc, In the case in question, however, we cannot take 
“the sutra to bring forward the reason that the Rk, etc., are seen where all 
u the rest are Vedas; because there are no Vedas apart from these Rk, ete, 
“themselves; and hence the latter could not be spoken of as appearing in 
“ the midst of the former. Consequently there can be no ‘ priyadargana’ 
“in the case in question.” ‘ 

Reply: What we mean is that these words—‘ Rk,’ etc.—are found 
in ‘Vedapraya ’-—i.e. in a Context that begins with speaking of the Veda; 
and as such are presented to the mind which is pervaded by the idea of 
the Veda. The Bhashya quotes the sentence wherein there is a mention 
of the Veda, and in continuation of which we have the sentence under 
consideration.—* Prajupatirva iduméka äsīt .... tasmat.... trayo dën 
qjayanta..... tébhyah trayo vēdā asrjyanta .... agnerryvédo, vayorya- 
jurvédak aditydt sdmavedak,’ 

Then, it has been argued by the Pirvapakshi that “on account of the 
strength of the direct declaration of the object of Injunction (in the 
“sentence under consideration), we should take the word ‘ Veda,’ occurring 
in the Avthavada passage (just quoted), as indicating the parts of the 
Veda, the Rk, etc.” 

To this we make the following reply: The comparative authoritative 
strength or weakness as based upon the relationship of the Injunction and 
the Arthāvāda is wholly different from that based upon the fact of the 
cognition appearing in the beginning of a sentence or in a latter part 
of it. 

That is to say, those Arthavddas that are found in the Veda after the 
object of the Injunction has been mentioned, may be weaker in their 
authority (than the Injunction); but those that appear before them are 
certainly stronger, because of their appearing first (mukhya, lit.). Asa 
matter of fact, in the case of every word the only reason that can make it 
give up its direct denotation is the incompatibility of that denotation 
(with something else expressed on a stronger authority); and this incom- 
patibility is ognized only when this something else, its counter-entity, 
has been perceived. And in the case in question we find that, at the time 
that we meet with the sentence ‘trayo védd asryyanta, otc., we have no 
mention of the words ‘ Rk,’ etc. which you hold to be denotative of the 
community, (as these words appear after some time, lower down in the 
text) ; and as such there is nothing perceived at the time, with which the 
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direct denotation of the word ‘Vedak” (in the former Jentia) could he 
found to be incompatible, and the word taken as indirectly indicating the 
component Rk, etc. Thus then, while the mind is fully pervaded ene 
the idea of the Veda directly denoted by the word ‘ Vedāh, we. come across, 
in-a subsequent sentence, the words ‘Rk,’ etc. (in the sentence unde; 
consideration) ; and finding that in their direct denotations, these latter 
words are not construable with the rest of the sentence, we take them, . 
on the strength of this incompatibility, in their indirect sense (i.e. as 
indicating the source of the Rk, etc., the several Vedas). And thus even 
though these words appear in the Injunction they are much weaker in 
authority than the preceding Arthavada, which is much stronger in its 
authority,—in accordance with the sutra ‘ Mukhyam va pitrvacodanat lokavat' 
(XIT—ii—23);> 

Objection: “In accordance with the Sūtra VI—v—54,—that ‘when 
“one comes before the other, the former is weaker than the latter ’—it 
“must be admitted that the idea of the Veda, brought about by the 
“ Arthavādu (‘tébhyo ved asrjyanta,’ etc.) appearing in the beginning, 
“would be set aside by the idea brought about by the subsequent Injunc- 
“tion, which latter must, therefore, be accepted as the more authori- 
“ tative.” 

Reply: Not so; the comparative strength of sentences based upon 
precedence and sequence is admitted only in cases wheye the ideas brought 
about by the sentences are independent of one another. That is to say, 
when we find certain contradictory things spoken of, independently of one 
another, in distinct sentences, then alono do we find that, while the 
sentence. occurring first appears in'its full form without having to set 
aside anything else, the sentence appearing subsequently is not capable 
of having an existence without setting aside its contradictory precedent ; 
and hence in such cases alone we apply the rule of the stronger authority of 
that which follows over that which goes before. In a case, however, where 
the things are spoken of as dependent upon one another, that rule is not 
applicable; because in such cases the two sentences are syntactically 
connected, on the sole ground of their mutual requirements ; and under’ 
the circumstances, it is that which has been already cognized by means 
of the preceding sentence, that requires what is subsequently mentioned, . 
to be in keeping with itself, or to add something over and above itself ; 
consequently that which is not found to be over and above this, or to be in 
keeping with it, is not taken as syntactically connected with the previous 
sentence, for the simple reason that it is not required by it: ` And at the 
time that the preceding sehtence expresses its meaning, the subsequent 
` Seritence does not exist, and as such could not set it aside; EISE it 
is the preceding sentence that possesses stronger authority, | 
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Thus then, in the case in question, inasmuch as the Injunction 
and the Arthavéda treat of the same object, at the time that the Vedas are 


“described in the Arthavada, it is concluded that there is something to be 


tid down for thése Vodas; and what is wanted to be known is the 
particular, thing-to. be laid down for them, and that for which it should be 
laid down. - Consequently from the sentence appearing subsequently we 
single ‘out only that which is wanted ; and as it is only the object to be 
laid down—and not that for which it is to be laid down—that is wanted, 
we take oily. the loudness ete. as connected with previous sentence, and 
uot the Ké, etc.; and thus, inasmuch as no significance is attached to 
these latter, they cannot be spoken of as forming part of the object of the 
Injunction, and as snch they cannot set aside the Arthavaidu (in the 
preceding sentence), In fact it is the Veda as mentioned in the Arthavada 
that is recognized as that with reference to which we have the subse- 
quenteInjunction, And hence the words ‘Rk,’ ete. in this latter must be 
taken as indicating the Vedas (Rgveda, ete. ). 

As for the Veda, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is far more | 
extensive (than the Rk, ete.), there can be no reason by which it could be 
rakon as indicating its part, the Rk- Verses, ote. ; while the Ak-Verses, ete. 
lwing contained in the Veda, could very well be taken as indicating this 
latter (as a collection of themselves). And jnst as, in other cases, there is 


"bung incongruous in the Arthavāilas being taken in their indirect 


Ki 


indicated sense, because of their being mere descriptive eulogies,—so, in 
the sime manner, In the case in question, where the Injunction has the 
sume Object that has been already mentioned in the preceding Arthavada, 
tie words" Rk,’ ete, are merely descriptive references (to the Veda therein 
mentioned), and as such there ean be nothing incongruous m these being 
taken as indirectly indicating the Vedus. 

Gonsequently the whole sentence under consideration should be 
vonstraed in the following way: ‘Inasmuch as these Vedas came out 
fof “Agni, ete.), they should be recited loudly, ete.’; and it is with reference 


Jo, this well-established fact that we have the subsequent words ‘ Rk,’ 
ete. (in the sentence ‘ uccach red,’ etc.). Otherwise these words would be 


ii holly irrelevant, because of the diversity in the objects of the Injunction 
and the dithy aide, 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the properties spoken of 
pertain to the Vedas. | 


sūtra (3): Because of indicative texts. 
IL is that indirect lidivation which has been met with before that 
ESLER Hseif to‘the mind much sooner than any other. And we have 
Osten found the words ‘Rk,’ ete. indicating ES Vedas—f.i. in the sen- 
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tence ‘Rybhih pritardivi deva iyate, yajurvédéna tishthati madhy&-hna} 
siimavadenistamayé mahiyate, Vedatragiinyavstribhireti Sdryak,’—we fing 
that the three last feet, all, speak of the Vedas, and hence we are led ty 
take the word "Ek (in ‘ Rybhif’) as indicating the Rgveda ; specially 
as the last feet speaks of ‘Vedazh’ in ‘the Plaral (which could not he if 
only two Vedas, the Sama and the Yujush, were meant), which digtincély 
shows that the word ‘Rk’ indicates the whole of the Rgveda— M antras 
as well as Brāhmanas. 

Then, it has been urged that the students of Veda use the word 
‘' Veda’ for the Manira. It is true that they use it in that eng: but in 
the case of all such usages, we must take the word ‘ Veda’ as used in its 
secondary meaning. But in spite of this usage, in accordance with the 
Sūtra I~iii—9, we must admit that the Indication (that of the Fedu 
by the words ‘ Rk,’ etc.) is more authoritative than the other (that of the 
mantras by the word ‘ Veda’) [as the former is based upon a Vedic 
Arthavada, while the latter is hased upon mere usage]. 


(The fourth sūtra is taken by the Vartika, after the eiyhth, at the end of 
the Adhikarana. 


Satire (5): One who knows the three Vedas is spoken of as 
‘Trayividya.’ 

Even if the discussion is to be carried on, in accordance with ordinary 
usage, we have the usage of the words ‘ Rk,’ etc. in the sense of the 
Vedas. 

“How?” ! 

You know very well that the Rk, Sama and Yajush are known as 
‘ Trayi’; and the word ‘ Trayividya’ is capable of being explained only as 
‘Trayi Vidya asya’ This word is found to be applied, in usage, to one who 
has read the three Vedas, and not to one who has only read, the Rk verse, 
the Säma-song and the Yajush; because the name is never applied to the 
Samavédis, even though, in knowing the Samavédu he knows the three— 
vize: the Rk-verses, emnah as well as certain Yajush. Consequently, it 
follows that in the word ‘ Traytvidya,’ the word ‘ trayi’ is used in the 
sense of the Three Vedas; and hence it must be admitted that the words 
‘ Rk,’ ‘Sama’ and ‘ Yajush, which are spoken of in lexicons-as co-exten- 
sive with the word ‘trayi, denote the Vedas themselves; and thus too 
we find that the words ` Rk,’ etc, are applied to the Vedas... 
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sūtra (6): Obj: “ In a case where there is transference, the 
Injunction will have to be taken in its direct signification.” 


This is a reference to a previous objection (the sense whereof is this) : 
«Tn a case where a Rk-verse will be found in the Yajurveda, it will have to 
« be sung slowly, as occurring in the Yajurveda, according to the Siddhanta,; 
“this However is not the case ; while accordiny to us, being a Ak-verse, in 
n whichsoever Veda it might appear, it will be quite reasonably sung 
“loudly ; in keeping with the direct signification of the Injunction.” 


Satra (7): Reply: No; because the qualification belongs to the 
whole. 


The mere fact of being found in the text of a Veda does not make a 
sentence liable to be called by the name of that Veda. The fact is that 
that which is enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance with 
that Veda; consequently a mantra would be called by the name of that 
Veda in which it may De enjoined. If it should be found to have been 
enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajush and the Rk), then, inasmuch as the law 
laid down in the Sūtra JII—iii—10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and slowness) as optional 
alternatives for that Mantra. 


Sutra. (8) - Because of being connected (syntactically) with 
‘Veda,’ the indication (by the words ‘ Rk, etc. of the Rgveda, 
etc.) could be set aside by the context. 


[That is to say, Syntactical Connection being more authoritative than 
Context, there would be nothing objectionable in the indications of the 
Context being rejected in favour of Syntactical Connection. | 

Some people read ‘ badhéta’ instead of ` bädhyēta.’ 


Sūtra (4); Because of the injunction of qualification, it could 
have no connection with the substance. | 


If the injunctions were taken as laying down the qualifications of the 
Ri-verse, etc, then, inasmuch as the sentence ‘Jticyadhyidham Sima 
güyati’ points to the fact of the Sama never being separate from the Rk, 
the qualification of the former would be included in that of the latter; 
_ and as such the further injunction ‘t Uccaith Sama’ would be wholly redun- 
dant. ` Because it is not possible for one to sing the Sama based upon a 
Rk in any other way, while he is reciting the Rk itself loudly. 

If however we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, both 
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injunctions become quite justified, inasmuch as what is enjoined ly the 
Samaveda is wholly different from that which is enjoined by the Ryrédi, 

Objection: “The injunction uccath samna would have its use in the 
‘case of such Sāmas as are not based on a Rk,—such, for instance, as the 
“ Sama of the Prajapatihrdaya.” | 

Reply: Not so;. because that Sima does not form an auxiliary to tix 
Jyotishtoma ; and the Injunctions of ‘loudness,’ appearing in the context 
of the Jyotishtuma, could pertain to those Sāmas of the Hymns occurring in 
that sacrifice; and as a matter of fact we find that in that sacrifice n 
Sama is sung which is not based upon a Rk. 

And farther, there being very few Samas not based on Ritz, your 
explanation removes the taint of redundaney (in the Injunction 7 Ceca 
Samnd’) to an extremely small extent, 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the tee pertain 
to the Vedas, 


ADHIKARANA (25. 


(In the Adhjna the singing is to be done slowly.) 
sūtra (9): When the Primary and the Accessory belong to two 
different Vedas, the Vedic characteristic of the Accesssory is 
determined by the Primary; as the Accessory is subservient to 
the purposes of Ehe Primary. ? 


We now proceed to consider a case where the Primary laid down in 
one Veda (the Adhdna in the Yujurveda, f.i.) has an accessory laid down in 
another Veda (f. i. the singing of the Samas, Varavantiya, ete, laid down 
in the Sämaveda). In such cases the question arises as to whether the 
Accessory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its Primary happens to be laid down (f.i. quietly, on account of the 
Alan being laid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to be done in a way in 
keeping with the Veda in which it is itself laid down (f.i. loudly, on 
acconnt of the S@ma-singing being laid down in the Sa@mrvéda). 

On this question, we have the following 

U 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as the qualifications based npon names pertain to each 
“unit, the way in which a certain thing is to be done ia that in keeping 
“with the character of the Veda in which it happens to be mentioned.” 


SIDDIHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply: dn a case where there 
is one qualification pertaining to the Accessory by itself, and another 
pertaining to it, through the Primary,—the former qualification is always 
to be taken as set aside by the latter. 

That is to say, the two qualifications being wholly incompatible with 
each other, and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is 
always that pertaining to thé Accessory by itself that is to be set aside ; 
as it is only thus that the Primary would be.performed as it should be, 
without its being deprived of its own accompaniments ; and certainly the. 
Proper fulfilment of the.Primary is a business of the Accessory also ; 
as this latter also operates solely for the suke of the former. Conse- 
{uently, if, in consideration of its own qualification, it were to deprive the 

rrimary of its natural ‘accompaniment, then there would be a disruption: 
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of that action (the Primary) for the sake of which it was meant to operate. 
Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primary with all its 
accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory of: its own 
natural accompaniment,—yet, as the fact of the Accessory being equipped 
with all its accompaniments is not so very necessary (as that of the 
Primary), there would be nothing incongruous in the said deprival. | 

Cousequently, inasmuch as: the Adhana belongs to the Yajurvada, 
the Sdmas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we reeognize the rule to be 
“that only that much of the Adhana is to be done quietly, which 
“ig enjoined in the Yajurveda; and as such the quietness could not 
“ pertain to the singing of the Sama. Itis only the Primary action 
“ (the Adhana) itself and its other Accessories that belong to the 
“ Yajurveda; and hence it is these alone that should be done quietly.” 

Reply: Itis not so; because it is distinctly shown in Satra XI~ 
ii—7 that the Accessories are enjoined as along with the Primary, because 
of the injunction; and also in Sūtra XI—i—I16 that on account of the 
whole Injunction (of the Primary with its Accessories) forming a single 
declaration etc. (all the accessories are to be performed in accordauce 
with the Primary). Consequently when we find certain Accessories 
mentioned in the comprehensive Injunction of the performance of the 
Primary with all its accessories,—even if these Accessories be found to 
have their origin elsewhere (in another Veda f.i.),—their Injunction will 
have to be taken as belonging to that Veda wherein we have the Primary. 
Consequently the Adhana together with all its accessories belonging to 
the Yajurveda, every one of them should be done quietly. 

Objection: “ In that case, the quietness would belong to the accesso- 
“ ries, on the simple ground of their belonging to the Yajurveda; and 
“as such it would not be a fit basis for the present Adhikarana, in 
“ which you seek to establish the fact of the qualification of the Accessory 
“being rejected in favour of that of the Primary, with which latter 
“the former is incompatible (while as you have just explained, the 
“ Accessory in question would have the same qualification as the Primary, 
_ “and as such there would be no incompatibility between the two). And 
“ further the Quietness of the Sama, as pertaining to it as an Accessory, is 
“ equal to its Loudness ; and the Quietness inhering in the Accessory (singing) 
“cannot be spoken of as belonging to the Primary (Adhanea) ; ; and 
“ hence the rejection of the Quietness (inhering in the Accessory ) would 
“mean & rejection of the qualification of the Primary; and such a rejection 
“ would not deprive the performance of the Primary of its natural Quietness. 
: “Tf, however, in eme way or other, the qualification of. the Accessory 
“be spoken of as the ‘Qualification of the Primary,’ then, in that case, 


SINGING TO BE SLOW -AT ADHANA., 1143 


« Loudness also (which is a qualification of the Sa@ma that is an accessory 
“of the Adhana) could be spoken of as sueh a qualification (of the 
“u Primary Adhana); and thus both the Loudness and Quietness (of the 
“accessory Sdma) would be equally authoritative,” | 

Reply : - It is in view of the fact of the Sémas having their originative 
[njuncfion in the Sdmavedu that ‘those appearing in connection with the 
Yajurvedic action of Adhana are spoken of as ‘ belonging to a different 
Veda’; and it is only in consequence of the Primary (Adhäna) being laid 
down as connected with all its Accessorics, that we come to conclude 
that the Sama-singing—one of these Accessories—is to be done quietly. 
That is to say, if the Sdamas in question had their origin in the 
Yuyurvéda, then alone could the Quietness have belonged to it as its 
natural qualification; as it is, however, they have their origin in the 
Samaréda ; and as such itis Loudness that belongs to them by their natare ; 
and it is only by reason of their being connected (in the present instance) 
with a Primary (belonging to the Yajurvéda) that they come to be sung 
quietly; and as such this quietness could very well be spoken of as the 
‘Qualification of the Primary.’ 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Adhana is that it 
“should be done, along with all its Accessories, by the Yajurveda, the 
_“ Quietness comes to be recoguized as belonging to it with all its accessories ; 
“and as such the Quietness comes to be quite natural to the Accessory 
" Sama.” 

Reply: Not so; because the very fact of the Adhana being mentioned 
as laid down with all its Accessories, shows that the Accessory is not the 
principal factor. Because it is only when the Primary has certain Acces- 
soies subservient to it that it is spoken of as ‘ sd%ga.’ Consequently it is 
the Primary (Adhdna) alone that directly pertains to the Yajurveda; and 
as such Quietness belongs naturally to that alone; and it is as belonging 
to this Primary that it is spoken of as extending to the Accessories ; and 
these latter are not enjoined as themselves connected with Quietness. 

Thus then, (if the Sama-singing in connection with the Adhina were 
not done guietly), it would be the Qualification of the Primary, as pertain- 
ing to the Accessory, that would be rejected ; because the Primary throws 
its Qualification into-the Accessories ; and hence in whichsoever accessory 
that Qualification gould be rejected, that would mean a deficiency in the 
Primary itself. l 

As for Loudness, it is not recognized as a qualification of the Primary 
( Rihana) ; because the Qualification of the Accessories are never trans- 
ferred to the Primary. 8 
| Objection: We find that the natural qualification of the Acceasory 
" Same (Loudness) belongs to it directly, while that of the Primary (i.e. 
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" (utetness) could belong to that Accessory, only indirectly, through th, 
“ Primary; and thus the comparative authoritativeness of the two would 
“ be quite contrary to what you hold it to be (ie. the former would he more 
“authoritative than the latter). 

Reply: True; the natural qualification of ië Accessory pertaining 
to it directly, is very much more quickly. perceived as belonging to it; but 
still, the Qualification of the Primary, being found to belong to it, subse. 
quently, after the comprehension (of the comprehensive Direction of the 
performance of the Primary with its Accessories), sets aside the former 
qualification, in accordance with the law laid down under Sūtra VI—y 
— id, , 

Objection: ‘This law would lead to the application of Quietness to 
“those Stutras and Castras (Hymns of the S@maveda) also, which are 
“ non-Yajurvedic accessories to the Syotishtoma.” 

Reply: "Droe : it does become applicable to these also. But in regard 
io all these, different accents are used, in consequence òf distinct directions 
to that effect. Thatis.to say, in connection with the Larcaptiinamasa, there 
are Accessories enjoined in two Vedas; and it would appear as if various 
Vedic accents were to be employed in connection with these ; but in accord- 
ance with the law laid down in the sitra under discussion, they would all 
hecome amenable to the single tone of Quietness which belongs to the 
Yujurcedie Primary (the Dargepitrnamasa). But then ‘finally, we come 
across certain Vedic Directions laying down definite Tones for them,—-f.1. 
the directions-—The part of the sacrifice down to the Ajyabhaqu- 
offering is to be done in quiet tones, the rest in medium tones, and that 
beginning with the Anuydja with the Aighest (loudest) tones.’ Similarly 
there are certain Häkrt sacrifices, modifications of the Darçapūrnamisu 
offerings,—such as the Ishti, the Pagubandha, etc.,—which would appea 
to be subject to the three tones just mentioned in connection with their 
Original (the Dargapiirnumédsa); but, on account of the fact of their 
heing directly enjoined as subsidiary to a sacrifice belonging to a par- 
ticular Veda (the Yajurveda), they come to be taken as done with the 
tone peculiar to this Veda (i.e, quietly) : but then, it is found that. i 
accordance with the Satra IT—vii—4l, the comprehensive Ee P 
the performance (of the Primary. with all its subsidiaries) (on which 
Injune tiou rest the subsidiaries in qnestion) is much weaker in- its antho 
rity, on acconnt of its being dependent npon. a`direct Injunction ; ari 
hence it is tiually concluded that the tones to be employed are all the 
three as laid down in the above-quoted Direction. Exactly ji: the same 
manner, M the case of the Vikshunīyā, etc., subsidiaries of the Eyotishtom z 
‘they would, at first sight, appear to be amenable to the three tones laid 
down in connection with their original (the Jyotishtoma) ; but-this ametia- 
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pility is set aside by the fact of their injunctions being contained in a 
particular Veda (which fact would justify the use of a single tone); 
but it is again brought forward by the distinct Injunction (that ‘the 
ectypes are to be performed in the same way as their archetypes’) ; 
put then it is found that the Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurveda, and 
that it does not take up the apparently useful qualifications of any Original 
(for the simple reason that it is not the ectype of any other sacrifice); 
and hence in accordance with the stra under discussion, the subsidiaries 
in question would come to be taken as amenable to the Quiet tone of the 
Jyotishtoma 5 but the application of the present sūtra to this case is set 
aside by the distinct Injunction that ‘one should recite the Dikshaniya iu 
whatever tones he may desire,’ which distinctly lays down all the three 
tones—High, Medium and Low—for the Dikshaniya together with all its 
subsidiary Hymns, etc. In the same manner, inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
toma ‘is found to be amenable to the three tones—the Low, the Medi- 
un and the High —laid down in connection with each of its dis- 
tinctly mentioned three Savanas, all its subsidiaries also come, through 
the Primary, to be connected with the same three tones. And then, 
we meet with another Vedic direction to the effect that ‘all that 
precedes the Agnishomiya offering should be done quietly’; and this 
points out the Dikshaniyd, ete. with all their accessories, as to be done 
quietly (because it precedes the Agnishomiya offering) ; but then we have 
certain other particular tones specified as belonging only to the Dikshaniyd, 
etc.; and these belong to themselves, and not to their Accessories ; because 
these tones are laid down with reference to the Dikshantya, etc. alone 
by themselves, in the following Direction: ‘The Dikshaniya should 
be sung as loudly as one may wish, the Prayaniya is to be done in a low 
tone, the Atithya in still lower tones, and very guietly in the Upusat.’ 
But inasmuch as the last, Quietness, is found to have been Already laid 
down in the previous extensive Injunction, its mention in this Direction 
must be taken as a mere passing reference, by way of eulogizing the 
tones laid down in connection with the Dikshaniyd, etc. Inthe Agnishomiya 
offering, however, there is a return of the tones of its original sacrifice, 
laid down, in connection with the division of that original (Jyotishtoma), 
into the three Suvanas,—in the sentence ‘in low tones, to the end of the 
Ajyabhaga, ete’ Or we could divide the performance with all accessories 
into three parts, just like those of the Savana, and then employ the three 
tones—the Low, the Medium and the High—in accordance with that 
division. ` i | 

The same case holds respecting the tones to be employed in connec- 
tion with the Anubandhya, the Avabhrtha, and the Udayaniya. ; : i 

The Savaniya, etc. performed at the time of the extracting of the 

AA: ' 
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Soma-juice would also appear to be Geh to the same three tones - 
those just mentioned; but on account of their being included within the 
Pritahsavana, etc, the tones of those are regulated in accordance with 
particular Savana in which they occur. 

Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the words of the Savana are expressive 
sof the parts of the Soma sacrifice, they could not have the tones of the 
“ Savana,—just as the subsidiaries of the Dikshaniyd do not nave the » tones 
“of the Dikshaniya.” 

Reply: Not so; because the Locative ending in er Sege 

shows that, the tones belong to all the mantras that are used at the time of 
the Savana; and hence even though the words he expressive of the parts 
of the Soma sacrifice, yet they would be amenable to the tones of the 
Savana, For if we had the genitive ending with ‘Suvana,’ then the 
Injunction of the tones—low, ete.—would apply to those manérus alone that 
are accessories to the Savuna; as it is, however, we have the Locative ; aud 
hence whichsoever mantra happens to be employed in the Savana, it 
becomes connected with the three tones—the Low, ete. 

Some people make the following declaration: “If all that the 

“ Locative means is that the Suvanas are the container of the mantras, 
“then these latter do not become amenable to the tones—low, ete.; because 
“mantras are never spoken of as the contained; and the tones would 
“ come to apply only to the Savaniyu, ete., which are sppken of as distinctly 
“ contained in the Suvuna; while as for such auxiliaries of the Haam as 
“the Stotra, the Custra, the Anuvākyā, etc.—the tones, low, ete.—-could 
“not belong to them, on account of the absence of the genitive ending 
* (with * Savana ’).” | 

To the above we offer the following reply: The above objection is 

scarcely tenable; because even without the genitive ending, we can have 

the sense of the genitive conveyed by the fact of the Savana being the 
container. For instance, the bird is held to exist in the tree, just as well 
as the flower exists in it; and hence the character of the contained in both 
(though we speak of ‘vrkshé pushpam,’ yet it can also mean * Vrikshasya 
pushpam) (and hence the Aluntras, the Stotra, etc. would be as well con- 
tained in the Savana as the Savaniya). | 

Or, we may take the whole of the Stotra ete. as accessory to the 

Sutya (extracting of the Soma juice); and in that case, the Savanis 
would contain them just as well as they do the other accessories. Conse- 
quently, though the Stotra, etc., from the very beginning, had appeared 
to be amenable to the tones of various. Vedas, yet all: that is set aside 
-by the: Quietness, that is pointed out as belonging to them, by the 
“fact of their being subsidiary toa Primary (that belongs to the Yajurveda). 
And it is for this reason that we recite the Stotra ete. in connection 
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with the juice-extracting, in the low, or the. medium, or the high tone, 
in accordance with the Savana in which they happen to occur; as such is 
the distinct Injunction on the point, 
What has been BER just now applies to all the ectypes of the 
Jyctishtoma. ) 
Question: " Where then would there be room for the use of the 
“ accentuations peculiar to the several Vedas ? ” 


Answer; In accordance with the Sara TWI—vii—51, in a case where 
m connection with a Hirtt sacrifice, which is connected with accessories | 
having the accentuation of the original sacrifice, there happens to be laid l 
down an altogether new accessory belonging to another Veda (this 
accessory would have the tone peculiar to this other Veda, and thus this 
Vikrti sacrifice would have the tones of the two Vedas, that to which 
the original belongs, and that connected with which the new Accessory is 
laid down) de 


Objection: “Even in such a case, in accordance with the sūtra under 
“discussion, the subsequently-enjoined Accessory would have the same 
“tone as its Primary, the Vikytd sacrifice in question. 

“Question: ‘Then, in that case, we could have the tone of two 
“Vedas in a case, where, the Vikrti belonging to-a Veda ‘other than to 
“which its Original belongs, and the remaining accessories of that Vikrti 
“having the tone Of the original, another new accessory happens to bo 
“enjoined in the same Veda au the Vekrtz. 

“But that too conld not be; as in this case also the tone is got at 

“throngh the Primary itself. 
“Question; ‘In that case, that Primary sacrifice itself would have 
“the tones of the two Vedas.’ 
“ Not so; because that too has the same tone as its Original, 

“*Then a case,—where the new Accessory does not come in through 
“the Primary,—would be one of the presence of the tone of two Vedas.’ ` 

“That would not be possible; because there also we have the same 
` qualification that belongs to the Primary. 

“Then again, when the sacrifices have been divided into three parts 
“(the three Suvunas), and the Tone remains the qualification of these 
~ parts of the sacrifices, even though something new in the Accessory 
“might come in, it would fall into one of these parts ; and hence it could 

“not but be equipped with the properties of the Original sacrifice; 
“specially äs the case would not be similar to the Yupavatastaranavarht, 
` And for this reason algo, there can not be any case where we have the 
‘tones of many Vedas. * e 
“And further, the mention (of ‘ Loudness,” ete.) in the context (of 
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“the Jyotishtoma) would be wholly useless (as there would be no cage 
“ where all the three tones could be employed).” 

To the above, we make the following reply : 

It would not be useless; as the injunction ‘what is done through the 
Yajush is to be done quietly’ would apply tọ all the Darvihomus (ag 
these employ only Yajnsh mantras). Then as for the Rgveda and the 
Samavedu, the injunction of Loudness with regard to these would have 
‘its use in connection with accessories other than the necessary ones 
(that is with those that are laid down with a view to a particular 
‘desirable result, and that which is laid down as to be performed only 
when certain specified conditions present themselves). The injunctions, 
such as ‘The morning savana is to be done in low tones,’ are neces- 
sary ones; and as such they belong only to the necessary accessories, 
not being connected with the kamya (that which is done with a view 
to a certain desirable result) and the Naimitttka (the conditional, to 
be performed only when certain conditions present themselves) accessories, 
Consequently any accessories of the latter two kinds, that are enjoined by 
the Rgveda or the ‘Sdmavedu, are to be done loudly ;—as for instance, 
` Bhinnamabhimricedyatrité, cxdabhigrishak, etc., etc.’ In the same way 
we could cite instances of the Yajurvedic Quietness of tone; so also, those 
accessories (of the Jyotishtoma) that appear after the Sutyd, not being 
taken up by the Savanas (and hence not being connected with Suvann 
tones), come to have the same tone as that belonging to the Veda in 
which each of them occars; and hence it becomes established that the 
Sdma-singing of the Avabhrthu also is to be done loudly. Otherwise they 
would be performed just as one might wish. In the Samas about the 
Dikshaniya, however, we will have the Quiet tone (of the Yajurveda); 
because of the specific direction that ‘all that precedes the Agnishoma is 
to be done quietly ; while again for the Pravaryya Samas, we would have 
Loudness, according to the Direction ‘ Uceath pravarjyéna.’ 

As for the Samas connected with the Adhana, however, we would have 
them done quietly, because of their being laid down by Injunctions m 
connection with a Primary sacrifice belonging to the Yajurveda ; for the 
sentences ‘ya Sam vidvin Vamadevyam giyati,’ etc. belong to the 
Yujurveda. Consequently, the case of the Samas should not have been 
cited as an example of the sūtra ; because in this onge, as just shown, the 
Sama is sung quietly, not because of the incompatiblity between the quali- 
fication of the Primary and the Accessory as mentioned in the sūtra, 
‘bat on account of their injunctions being contaiped in the Yajurveda. 

To this argument, some people reply as follows: “It is the 
“ Samaveda that brings forth the forms of thé Samas ; but it does not speak 
“of them by way of laying down their applications or uses (which is done 
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“by the Yajurveda ; and hence they are amenable to the peculiarities of 
« both the Vedas).”” | l 

But tbis reasoning is scarcely correct ; for in that case the discussion 
would have turned upon a consideration of the comparative strength 
and weakness of Originative and Applicatory Injunctions,—and not of the 
contradiction between the properties of the Primary and the Accessory (as 
is done in the sūtra); and in that case, the Siddhanta conclusion would 
have been in the form that ‘inasmuch as the performance is dependent 
upon the Applicatory Injunctions, greater authoritativeness should be 
attached to this latter (and. the Saémas would be sung quietly in the Jyotish- 
foma for this reason, and not for the reason of the Sama being an Acces- 
sory and hence not taking its own character of Loudness which is contra- 
dictory to the character of the Primary Jyotishfoma, as declared in the 
sūtra). 

In view of this, there is yet another explanation offered by some 
people; it is this: “In certain texts of the Sdmaveda itself, there are 
“applicatory Injunctions of the Sdamas (that are laid down in the 
“ Yajurveda also), (And thus there would be a contradiction between 
“ these two Injunctions, on which the sūtra is based ).”’ 

But (if there were such an applicatory Injunction of the Sama 
in the Sdmaveda itself), the mere repetition of the same Injunction in the 
` Yajurveda would have very little use. If the two Injunctions were 
treated in the same manner as the several Injunctions (of the same thing) 
met with in various texts of the same Veda,—then, in that case, the 
Pirvapaksha would have been in the form that, “ the two tones of Loudness 
and Quietness should he treated as optional alternatives ” (as such is the 
conclusion in the case of two injunctions being found in two different 
texts,— Vide II~iv—8—32), And this too, only if such an Injunction 
alleged to exist in the Samaveda were actually quoted from it. If, 
however, no such actual Injunction be forthcoming, the explanation 
offered could not be admissible, . 


ADHIKARANA (B). 


For these reasons, then, we must take the words ‘guna’ (Acces- 
sory) and ‘mukhya’ (Primary) in the sūtra to have been used in the 
Sense of the Originative and the Applicatory Injunctions respectively. 
And accordingly we should expound the Adhikarana in the following 
manner ; 

_ - Question to be dealt with: Incase where a thing, having its origin 
n one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, should 
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that thing be equipped with the properties peculiar to the GH Veda, 
or with those of the latter ? 


_ Pairvapaksha: “Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 
“ precedes its application, the properties employed should be those of the 
“Veda in which it has its origin.” 

Siddhainta: The properties should be those of that Veda whioh lars 
down its application—(1) because the origination of a thing is only for 
the sake of the uses to which it may be applied; (2) because it is only 
when the thing in question—the Sdma-siuging—is applied to use that jt 
‘atands in need of some tone to be applied to it ; and hence the tones enjoined 
(in the Injunction ‘ Uecath red, etc.’) are those that are perceived at the 
time of nsage, and not at the time of the erigination; as there is no 
injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 


ADHIKARANA (C); 


Or, we could take the word ‘vyatikrama’ in the sūtra, not as signify- 
ing either Rejection or Contradiction, but as denoting nun-concomitance, —i.. 
existence in different places. Thus then, we would have the Adhikurana 
as follows :— P 


Question: Ina case where the Origination and the Application of a 
certain thing are non-concomitant,—i.e, the origination is in one Vedu 
and the application in another,—with the properties of which Veda should 
the Sama be equipped ? 

Pirvupaksha: “It must be equipped with the properties of the 
“ Originative Veda, or with those of one or the other, optionally.” 


Siddhanta: It should be equipped with those of the Applicaiory 
Veda; as application is the more important factor. _ 


ADHIKARANA (D). | 


We might have the Adhikarana as follows :— 
Question: In a case where the Primary is in one , Veda, and the 


Accessory in another, after the name of which Fona should, the deeg he 
called ? l 


The Siddhanta conclusion would be that it. should be called after 
the Veda in which the Primary happens to be mentioned. | 
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In this case (D) however, it would be necessary to reject the conelu- 
gion arrived at in the Sūtra III —vii—51, and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the Original sacrifice, as in its ‘modifications,—the one that is 
mentioned in connection with the Pri imary. If then, on the strength of 
the Injunction, that Performer should be accepted who is mentioned in the 
same Veda with the Accessory,—then the tone to be employed would alag 
he the same that belongs to the Accessory ; and it would not be proper to 
employ the tone of the Primary. 

For this reason, it is best to take the Adhikarana as based upon the 
consideration of the. comparative authoritativeness of the Ori ginative and 
the App!icatory Injunctions, As it is only thus that the citiny of the 
example of Adhdna appears justifiable, Specially as if the Adhikarana be 
explained as pertaining to the incompatibility of the Primary nnd the 
Secondary, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the Subsi- 
diwy,—then, it would be necessary to explain how this would not be a 
mere repetition of what is said under Sūtra XI—ii--25 


ADHIKARANA (3). 


(The Jyotishtoma belongs to the Yajurvéda]. . 

Sūtra (10): The Action mentioned in two Vedas is to be taken 
as belonging to that in which most of its constituent details 
are found. 


' We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain 
Primary action is to be called, when it is found to be mentioned in more 
than one Veda. (As for instance, we find the Jyotishtoma mentioned in 
the Yajurvedu aswell as in the Samaveda, and the question is whether 
we should call it a ‘ Yajurvedic’ or a ‘ Samavedic’ sacrifice). 

The Szddhanta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda i in 
which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. 

The Pirvapaksha is put forth in the following manner: “ Just as 
“in the various texts of the same Veda, so in different Vedas also, we 
“have the action laid down originatively ; and hence the matter of the 
“property attaching to it would be a matter of mere option ; or it may be 
“that, inasmuch as both Vedas would be found to lay down the form as 
“well as the accessories of the action, sometimes one, and sometimes the 
“ other Veda might be taken as originative of it.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply :— 

There can bé no option in the matter of different Vedas, us there is in 
the case of different feats of the same Veda ; consequently one Veda must 
be taken as enjoining the sacrifice, and the other as mentioning it simply 
for the purpose of laying down certain accessories for it. 

Then there arises the question—“In the case of the Jyotishtoma for 
instance, which of the two Vedas (Sama or Yajush) is to be accepted as 
enjoining it?” 

The reply to this is that that Veda which appears to mention the 
greatest number of the accessory details, making up the procedure of the 
sacrifice, should, for that very reason, be accepted as enjoining the perform- 
anoe of that sacrifice. For instance, in the casa of the Jyotishtoma, it is 

in the Yajurveda that the largest number of details of procedure—<in the 
shape of the Dikshapiya, etc.—are found mentioned. _ Consequently it 
is in the Yajurveda that that sacrifice has its origin ; and. hence it is spoken 
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of as ‘Yujurvédéne kriyaté, which means that being pointed out by that 
Veda, itis created by it; or that being performed in accordance with that, 
it is spoken of as ‘being done by it.’ , 


But this. explanation of the word ‘bhityastva’ (in the sūtra) is not 
quite correct, Because when a certain thing has been recognized, from its 
nature, to be indicative of something else, a little or more of it does not 
make any difference in its cognition. For instance, when smoke is recog- 
nized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it must 
indicate the fire. In the same manner, in the case in question, it is the 
presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as indicative 
of the Origin of the injunction of the sacrifice; and even in a case where 
very Tittle of these details is mentioned, even this little would be inexplic- 
able unless it indicated the performability of the sacrifice; and hence 
even this little of it would certainly indicate its performability (and as 
such the presence of its originative Injunction). Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure; but what people call the subsidiary, that itself is 
„what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
"where we find oaly a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoined 
in another Veda.” But the same may be said of a case where a large 
number of these details are mentioned (i.e. these may be taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda). 

The following argument might here be brought forward: ‘ That 
“which is only a little can be more easily taken as pertaining to some- 
“thing enjoined in another Veda, than a large number of it could ever 
“ be,” 

But it is not so; because even in the case of a large number of 
details, it is possible for the large number of sentences to be taken as 
pertaining to some Injunction in another Veda. 

Consequently we must expound the Siddhäntu as follows: In the case 
of the Jyotishtoma, we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the Sub- 
stance, the Deity and the Action; and it is in the Yajurveda that all these 
three are laid down; while what the other Veda (the Saémaveda) does is 
to merely mention the Action by name with a view to laying down cer- 
tiin Hymns, etc, in conneetion with it; and hence inasmuch as this latter 
stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, it cannot 
be taken as independently by itself, laying down the Action in question. 
This we have explained under the Qakhantur@dhikarana (IIl—iv—8 et 
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seq.). And even though the complete form of the Sacrifice is given in th, 
Yajurveda, yet it is quite possible to establish the relationship of this 
sacrifice to the Hymns, etc. mentioned in the other Veda; as even though 
these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, yet they are 
taken as connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of the directions laid 
down in connection with them. e 

Thus then, the meaning of the sūtra comes to be this: That action 
which is mentioned in two Vedas, should have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger namber—i.e. the whole—of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements. The siitra 
speaks of only "7 two Vedas,” because the Rk and the Sama Vedas have 
the same character of Loudness, and as there is no difference conse. 
quent npon this, a mention of these would be useless. (Hence all the 
difference that is possible is as between the Yajurveda and the Samaveds, 
and the Yajurveda and the Rgveda.) 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
(The Context is a means of pointing out the application of Mantras. ] 


Sutra (11): That which is disconnected (by Direct Declara- 
tion, Indicative Power or Syntactical Connection) 
is connected by means of the Context; because it stands in 
need of the details of procedure. 


We have explained above, with examples, the application (of mantras) 
by means of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Con- 
nection,—dealing with such principal cases as are amenable to them, 
individually or collectively. But out of these three, no mention has been 
made in the Siitras of Syntactical Connection, because it is almost included 
in Direct Declaration—in the shape of the expression of the application by 
means of a Direct Injunction,—and also in Indicative Power,-~ which 
consists in the power of the mantra-words themselves to indicate its uses ; 
specially as in the case of sentence (or Syntactical Connection) there is no 
‘single word that is ysed, and it is absolutely necessary to have the proxim- 
ity of another word. Or, it may be that, Syntactical Connection is not 
included in the former two, but that it has been spoken of (as the means 
of the application of mantras) in the Sūtra ITT —iii—2, which from begin- 
ning to end has been shown as pointing to the fact of that Connection 
being a property of the Veda. 

As an example of application by Syntactical Connection, the Bhashya 
has cited the sentence ‘arunayd, etc.’; but in this case it could be very well 
said that, as in the case of ‘ Aindryd, etc., so here also, the application is 
directly declared by the Instrumental ending (in ‘arunaya’). If the idea 
in the mind of the author of the Bhdshya be that though the Instrumen- 
tal ending points out its relationship with Action in general, yet it is the 
Syntactical Connection that points out the particular relationship,—then, 
the same may be said of the sentence ‘ Aindry@, etc,’ (which too would be- 
come an example of application through Syntactical Connection); because 
in the case of this latter sentence also, the word ‘ Aindry&’ only requires 
something that is to be addressed, and the word ‘ garhapatyam’ stands in 
need of only the means or Instrument; and hence the particular relation- 
ship (between the two particulars) is brought about by Syntactical Con- 
nection alone. And hence in both these cases, the Syntactical Connection 
may be shown to be included in Direct Declaration; consequently both 
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the sentences must be taken as instances of both (Direct Declaration aug 
Syntactical Connection). 

As now the consideration of the comparative authoritativeness (of 
Direct Declaration, etc.) is drawing near (to be done in Sūtra 14), the 
sūtra proceeds to point out the forms of the three other means of pointing 
out the application,—as also the way in which they are capable of point. 
ing this out. | 

Bat on this point, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


—which proceeds to show that “by means of Context, there can be no 
“cognition of the application of Accessories, or that there can be a doubt. 
“ful cognition, or that the cognition would be a mistaken one: Because 
“so long as thero does not appear some other means of such cognition, 
“there is no cognitiou at all; or even, if there be such other means, if it 
“be, somehow or other, not pointed out, the cognition would be a doubt- 
“ful one; or inasmuch as there is no other operation of words, except the 
“hearing of the letters, the following of the expressive potency of those 
“letters, and the proximity of other capable words required for the con- 
“ prehension,—the Context, Order of sequence or Name cannot be the 
“correct means of obtaining any idea of the application of accessories,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: So long as the continuity 
of the details of procedure relating to the Primary Action has not heen 
brokeu, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to be an accessory of that Primary,—and 
this only by means of the Context (Prakarana). 

For instance, the Injunction ‘ Darcapiirnamasabhyam  svargakamo 
yajéta’ having given the idea that ‘one should obtain Heaven by means 
of the Darça-Pūrnamāsu sacrifices, there arises a question as to ‘how’ this 
is to be done; and while this ‘how’ is being expounded in the Veda, we 
find mentioned certain Actions (the Prayajas) apparently useless (having 
no use stated in the context), in such sentences as ‘ Samidho yajatt, 
" Tantinapiitam yajati,’ etc., etc. Now then, we are led to believe that some 
help must arrive for the Darga o Piirnamasa (in the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and also that these latter Prayājäs must hare 
_ some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Dargu- 
Pérgamasa, there is go aid,—mentioned either inthe same word, in the 
same sentence, in the same context or in any other context,—-which we 
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could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sensé-perception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition. Simi- 
larly too with the Praydgas (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 
And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist (as otherwise the 
Darea-Parnamasa could not be performed, and the mention of the Prayā- 
jas in the Veda would be wholly useless). And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
resources at our command. As a matter of fact, however, we have, at our 
conmand, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea of those 
much-needed factors, Nor is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, 16 is this fact that will be the ground for admitting the mutual 
help ‘accorded between the Darça-Pūrnamāsa and the Prayajas). The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
remote one is admitted, is established by the mutual requirements (of the 
Primary Sacrifice and the Praydjas),—the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the Darça-Pūürnamāsa stand in need of is supplied by the 
Prayājas, and the use or purpose to be served, which the Preydjas are in 
want of, lies in the help that they avcord to the Durga-Pirnumasa. And 
"ae a matter of fact, neither of these has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though we could assume this help to be 
accorded by some other Action,—yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darga-Pirnamiisa. 
For the same reason, the Prayājas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the Vigvajit, ete.). Nor 
again could they be taken as bringing about, independently by themselves, 
the Result that is declared as following from the Darga-Pirnamésn ; 
because this one-sided supplying of requirement (by the Darça-Pürna- 
masa to the Prayajus) could be admitted, only if there were no relation- 
ship between them based-upon mutual requirement; and not while such 
a relationship is possible. Consequently, it must be admitted that these 
two supply each other’s needs, just in the same way as the person whose 
cart-horse has died is helped by one whose cart has been burnt, and 
vice versa, 

Question: “ What special purpose is served by the mention, in the 
sutra, of ‘ asamyaktam'?”, . | 

Answer: The purpose served by it is the preclusion of the application 
of the Context to cases that are connected by Direct Declaration, In- 
dieative Power and Syntactical Connection, —such, f.i., as the Injunction of 
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the Pratipat, with duality and plurality, and the words ‘ Piisha,’ etc. and 
their auxiliaries. | 

Or ‘asamyuktam’ may be taken as ‘ ¿hat which is not connected with 
something contrary to the Context. —Those that are connected with its 
non-contradictories,— such, f.i., as in the case of the sentences ‘ Vrihin 
prokshati,’ ‘Varhirdévasadanandiimt,’ ‘Arunaya krindti,’ etc. being connec- 
ted with the Vriht, Recht and Kraya mentioned in their Contexts,—there 
is every admissibility of the agency of the Context’; but as this isproved 
by the very capability of things, it has not been mentioned in the sétra, 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
(The Order of sequence points out the application. ] 


Stra (12); The Order of sequence also (serves to point out 
the application of accessories), on the ground of the 
sameness of position. 


The Pirvapaksha, with regard to this sūtra aud the nezxt--dealing 
with the agency of Order of sequence and Name—is much in the same 
strain as that with regard to that of Qontest, in the foregoing sittra 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance; and it 
is a means of pointing out the application of Accessories. 

Even wheu the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that the mantra appears in the same place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the Primary sacrifice does in the Braéhmana- 
Section,—then, when wo proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position,- -in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That is to say, when we proceed 
to look for the mantra to be employed in connection with the Primary, that 
is the first to be enjoined (in the Brahmana-section), we begin from the 
very beginning of the Mantra section; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, we 
accept that as the Mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, to which the mantra occurring in the 
beginning of the Mantra-section would be an auxiliary, we begin from the 
very first Action enjoined in the Brahmana-section; and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one in connec- 
tion with which the Mantra should be employed. And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second, and so forth. 

In the case of such mantras as the Agnayanumantrana, their applica- 
tion is found to be pointed ont by the indications of such words as‘ Agnéya’ 
and the like. Consequently, the Bhashya has cited, in the present connec- 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dabdhirnamasit, etc’ whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
in the same order of sequence asthe Upimguydja. 
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Objection : “The mantra cited is found to be pointed out by Context, 
“ag pertaining to all the actions (therein mentioned) ; and as the context 
“ig more authoritative than the Order of Sequence, the mantra must be 
“taken as to be employed in other actions also.” 

To this, some people make the following reply: By connecting the 
mantra with the Upāmçuyäja, we follow both (the Context as wellas the 
Order of Sequence) ; and that is why we take it in that way. 

But against this explanation it might be urged that it is not proper 
to follow the Order, when we find it contradictory to the Context: 
because when the Auxiliary belongs to all the actions (as is showu 
by the Context), it has got to be repeated with every Primary action, 
which would not be the case if it were taken with only one action (the 
Upāmçuyāja, as shown by the Order); and hence the following of the 
Order would mean a rejection of the Context, which cannot be allowed. 

Consequently, to the above objection, we offer the following reply : 
The other primary Actions, the Agnéya and the rest, are taken up by 
other mantras that are connected with them by Indicative Power, as well 
as by Context and Order; and as such they do not stand in need of the 
mantra in question. Nor could this mantra be taken as an optional 
alternative, because its indication with reference to the other sacrifices i is 
not at all distinct, 

It might be urged that—“ inasmuch as the mantras serve only imper- 
ceptible results, they could all be used in connection with a single Action,” 
But that could not be; because by pointing out to the Primary sacrifice of 
the Context, they serve a visible purpose. And even if they served only 
imperceptible purposes, inasmuch as they are independent of one another, 
they can never be employed conjointly, so long as there is any other way 
of utilizing them; and only in such a contingency could the mantra in 
question be employed in connection with the Agnéya ete., which having 
their needs supplied by other mantras, have once rejected it. Butinasmuch 
as there is a way of utilizing the mantra—viz.: in connection with the 
Upāmçuyäja—(it cannot be connected with the other sacrifices). 

And further, the mantras, whose indicative power is unknown, cannot 
have their application pointed out by Context; and in the case of the 
mantra in question we find that the word ‘asi’ has its indicative power 
taken up in its closest vicinity. That is to say, the indicativeness of the 
mantra is not very distinct; and as such the Context could not point out 
its application; while for us, inasmuch as the word ‘asi’ (pertains to the 
second person ‘ Thou’) it points to something near and before it, and 
none other ; and we find that it is the Upameuydja that is néar and before 
the Mantra ; and hence the indicative potency of the Mantra is recoguized 
through the Order of Sequence, as pertaining to the Upameuyfija ; and it 
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is only right that this Indicative Power should set aside what is pointed 
out by the Context. S 
The Order of sequence, as pertaining to the Kamaydjyakanda, has been 
explained. And as for the Order of sequence relating to the position of 
performance, that will be explained in connection with the Adhikarana 
dealing with the fact of the qualifications of the Animal pertaining to the 
Agnishomiya (animal dedicated to Agnt-Soma), 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Name points ont the Application of Mantras.] 


Sittra (13): The Name also does so; because it is for that 
purpose. 


The Name, that is applied to Actions in its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship ; and that relationship is shown to be one that 
the Auxiliary bears to the Primary. 

As the names ! Adhvaryava ’ and the like are used in the Veda alone, 
we do not show here the objections that were brought forward, on a 
previous occasion, in regard to the names occurring in ordinary parlance. 

As a matter of fact we find that the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself—something to be done by him; and if uo 
particular function present itself, then he would take up anything. Simi- 
larly the action, called ‘ Ādhvaryava, stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘ Adhvaryava’ and ‘ Adhvaryu’) is that 
the action that is done by the -ldhvaryu is called ‘ Adhvaryava,’ and that 
he who is the performer of the Adhvuryava action is one who is called 
‘Adhvaryu’; the signification of the basic noun ‘ Adhvaryu’ (in the 
word ‘ Adhvaryava’) indicating that of the derivative (‘ Adhvaryava ’), 
or vice versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word,—and hence the 
two words |‘ Adhvaryu ’ and ‘ Adhvaryuca ") are independent of each other, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 
—yet inasmuch as it is ouly the eternal functioning of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we have given the above explana- 
tion with regard to all such names as are applied to thinigs in their literal 
sense ` aud we have already shown before (under the Avéshtyadhikarana) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ Rajya’ has had no beginning in time. 
As for the ciusal relationship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal. 

Some people assert as follows: “Before the application is pointed 
“ out by the Name, there is no connection between the Adhvaryava and the 
“ Adhvaryu; the mere name cannot bring about the cognition of its literal 
“application. If the connection were established before the functioning of 

“the Name, then the Nume would not be the means of pointing out the 
_“ necessary application. Consequently, we must take the pointing out 
“of the application of the Adhvaryava as based upon the two words 


USE OF MANTRA INDICATED BY NAME. 1163 


“ (7 Adhvaryu’ and ‘ Adhvaryava’); they are similar in form, though they 
‘are taken in the ordinary conventional signification (and not literally), 
‘and are independent of each other.” 

But this is scarcely correct. Because the words that have no literal 
signification have not the capacity to point to one another in matters 
relating to the qualifications, even though they may be similar in form; 
for instance, the qualifications of the Rathantara-sima do not belong to the 
Ranvarathantara-sima—as will be shown later on; it is all the more so 
in the case in question, where the relationship meant is one of the Action 
(Adhvaryava) and its Performer (Adhvaryu); as otherwise tho citing of 
anch instances as ‘ pavaka’ ete. would be wholly irrelevant (if no im- 
portance were attached to the name applying in its literal sense), Conse- 
quently, we must admit the word under consideration to be taken as apply- 
ing: literally. 

It has been argued above that prior to the performance, there ia no 
ground (for adinitting the word in its literal signification). Though it is 
tine that there is no snch perceptible ground, yet, it could be inferred from 
the Name itself, In matters relating to the Veda, the relationship. of the 
Action and its Performer is established from time immemorial; and it is 
while this relationship is existent thatthe Name is applied. We, however, 
not comprehending that relationship by any other means, come to compre- 
hend it only by means of the Nume ; and from this we are led to believe 
that the Name precedes the relationship. In reality however it is the 
Relationship that precedes it; and though not comprehended, it is that 
Relationship which leads, by its mere existence, to the application of 
the Name. If this Name had a beginning, then it would be necessary for 
the Performer to have a prior knowledge of its relationship ; and inasmuch 
as this is not possible, we might be liable to reproach on that account. As 
a matter of fact, however, we admit the relationship to be eternal; and as 
such there certainly exists some sort of a relationship with the cternally 
functioning Name; and this having been duly established, it would be on 
the ground of the apparent inconsistency of this relationship, that we 
wonld subsequently come to accept the relationship of the Auxiliary and 
the Primary. 

Hence it must be admitted that the application is pointed ont by a 
Name applied literally, 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


(Among Direct Declaration and the rest, that which precedes ix more 
authoritative than that which follows.] . 


Säite (14): When there is a coalition of Direct Declaration, 
Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position, 
and Name, that which follows is always weaker than the one 
preceding it; because it is more remote from the purpose in 
view, 


We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the 
employment of Mantras, ete. And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, we take them up as referring to 
one and the same subject; and that is why the sūira speaks of their 
‘samavaya, ‘coalition,’ by which is meant the fact of their bearing upou 
a single subject. 

As against the wording of the sitra, some people make the follow- 
ing declaration: “The sūtra should have laid down ‘conflict’ as s 
“condition; because in the case of the sentence ‘arunaya krindti’ we 
“have found that though both Direct Assertion and the rest point to the 
“same object, yet, inasmuch as they are not found to be conflicting 
“each other, we do not stop to consider which of them has the stronger 
“authority. That is to say, we find that in any case, the Redness alone is 
“ tho accessory concerned ; and by Direct Assertion, this Redness is pointed 
“ont as connected with Action in general; hy Syntactical Connection it is 
“pointed ont as connected with the particular action of ‘purchase’; and 
“ by the Context it is shown to be connected with that Purchuse which 
“pertains to the Jyotishtoma sacrifice; and though thus we find all these 
“three bearing upon the same object of Redness, yet, inasmuch as each of 
“them is found to assist, and not contradict, the other, we do not stop to 
“consider which of them is possessed of the greater authoritative strength. 
‘Specially as no good would come out of the reference being made 
“indefinitely to Action in general, and as it would be absolutely useless to 
‘refer the Redness to the mere form of the Purchase,—we find that the 
“ Direct Assertion and the Syntactical Connection stand in: need of the 
“assistance of the Syntactical Connection and the Context respectively. 
“ For these reasons, it is necessary that the sūtra should have spoken of 
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“éeonflict’ (and not mere ‘ coalition’) among Direct Assertion and the 
“rest,” 

Reply: It would not be right to make any mention of ‘Conflict.’ 
Because it is the fact of bearing upon one and the same object that 
is spoken of as ‘ Samavaya’ ; and when the means of cognition (Direct 
Assertion etc.) are found to bear upon tho same object, then alone is 
such Gamavaya cognized as belonging to the Accessories concerned. That 
is to say, in the case of such accessories as the said Redness etc., we do 
not find a coalition (Sumavaya) of the means of cognition; as ‘ Sama- 
vaya’ does not consist in the possibility of the application of all of them 
to a single sabject, but in the fact of all them actually bearing upon one 
and the same subject. In the case of Redness, we tind that its connection 
with Action is pointed out by Direct Assertion ; then when this relation- 
ship of the Action and its Agent, pointed out by Direct Assertion, comes 
to be in need of the specialization of the Action, we have the nction of 
Purchuse (pointed out by Syutactical Connection) ; but all requirements 
not being fulfilled by this, there arises a need of further specification ; 
and this is supplied by the pointing out (by the Context) of that Purchase 
which is connected with the Jyotishtoma, and as such is related to an Apirva. 
Thus we find that each of the three means of cognition has a distinct 
object of its own; and as such there is nothing incompatible in the 
acceptance of all of them as laying down the employment of accessories. 
Then again, in the caso of Redness, we find that the acceptance of the 
remote factor does not involve the rejection of the proximate one; 
because by accepting ‘ Purchase’ we do not reject the relationship of 
‘Redness’ with ‘Action’; nor by performing the ‘ Purchase’ in connec- 
Dou with the Jyotishtoma, do we set aside its connection with ‘ Purchase.’ 
As a matter of fact, we have a Samuvaya (‘coalition’) of two means 
of cognition, only in a case where the Accessory in question is one only ; 
—and this is pointed out to be subservient to a Primary other than that 
shown be the other Means; the former Means being contrary to its 
relationship with this latter Primary; while the latter means, not finding 
it compatible not to reject the relationship pointed out by the other Means, 
points out the accessory as subservient to a distinct Primary ;—and where 
the Accessory, having its requirements fulfilled by being connected with 
one Primary, does not stand in need of being employed again. And it is 
in such cases alone that the ‘ Sumavdya’ of the Means is such as consists 
in the fact of both of them bearing upon the same object, snd being 
mutually contradictory. Then again, we have a Samuvdya i in the shape of 
having to take op the same object exclusively, in a case where, though 
there are different Accessories, yet the Primary is one only, which is 
equally assisted by all the accessories; and it is found that one Means of 
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knowledge points out one Accessory as the active auxiliary, while the 
other points to another; and as a matter of fact, the Primary is so con- 
stituted that, having received assistance from one source, it does not stand in 
need of any other assistance. Such a Samavdya involves a contradiction : 
(and hence it was not EE to mention the word ‘conflict’ over 
again). S 

On the other hand, (L) in a case where there are distinct acces- 
sories concerned— as in the case of the sentence ‘samidho yajati, ete.’ ; 
(2) where additional qualifications of the same Accessory are spoken of, as 
in the case of the ‘ Redness’ spoken of above; (3) where different Pri- 
maries are concerned,—as in the case of the Agnéya Ashtakapala, ete.; (4) 
where additional qualifications of the same Primary are mentioned,-— 
as in the case of different aids imparted by the accessories of the Dureu: 
Pirnamisa ; -in all these cases, the subject-matter of the various means of 
cognition being distinct, we have no ‘ Samavdya’ of these. Whether an 
accessory has its use laid down by Dire:t Assertion, or implied by its Name, 


it is all the same; and in a case where all the Accéssories combine to render 


a single assistance to the Primary,—these accessories are not laid down 
separately; and the means pointing them out, as well as the Accessory 
character concerned, is one only; and as such there being only distinct 


$ 


functionings of the same means, there can bo no ‘ Samavaya.’ Similarly, 


in n case where the same Accessory is laid down in connection with the 
same Primary, by the Proximate as well as the Remote Means,—there tov 
it is only one of these latter that is accepted as the operative means, the 


other being taken as serving some other purpose; and in this case too, 


there is no f Samavdya,’ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the 
mention of ‘ Samavdya’ implies the element of Conflict hlso. 


Though it was necessary to have shown the comparative strength of 
all the six in reference to a single instance, yet, inasmuch as declarations 
are made in a certain order of sequence, and it is impossible for them to 
appear all simultaneously, we proceed to take them up one by one; and 
we take np the other means, only because unless there is something else 
against which the comparison is made, there can be no mention of the 
comparative streugth of that one which has been taken up for considera- 
tion, It is for this reason that the Bhdshya speaks of ‘ Dvayor dvayth.’ 

The sentence in the Bhashya— skfrthavartitvadvacak '—is capable 
of another explanation: The present enquiry into the comparative 
strength of Direct Assertion ete. appertains to each of these singly, and 
not. to all of them collectively ; as it is these, and not the comparative 
strength, that have their purpose served by the employment of the 


. COMPARATIVE: AUTHORITY OF SHRUTI, LINGA, ETC. 1167 


Accessory in question, Consequently, inasmuch as the declaration of com- 
parative strength will have to be repoated with each Primary, it becomes 
necessary to take them up one by one; and as such the mention of the 
second is made simply because unless something else is shown to set off 
the strength or weakness of the other, we cannot form any idea of such 
strength or weakness; and it is for this reason that the Bhashya speaks of 
' dvayor dvayohsampradharanam. 

Then again, though as in due form it should have been necessary to 
compare one out of these six with the other five, yet we compare each of 
them with one only out of the rest, because that which is suppressed by 
one thing is naturally taken as suppressed by that which suppresses 
this latter thing, its suppressor. For instance, those--Context, ete.-— 
that ave suppressed by Indicative Power, are certainly suppressed by 
Direct Assertion, which suppresses the said Indicative Power; and as 
such. those former are not brought into direct comparison with Direct 
Assertion, 

Thus then, as Direct Assertion and Indicative Power are the first two 
among the six, we proceed to take up these two for comparison, 

Question: “ What purticulur example have you got for this purpose ? 
“ The senge of the question is that inasmuch as it is impossible for mere 
“words to be nsed by themselves, in all cases these must occur ina 
“certain sentence; gnd as such we can have no instance whero there 
“would be an exclusive functioning of Direct Assertion and Indicative 
“ Power only (apart from Syntactical Connection)" 

With a view to the differentiation of Direct Assertion ete., from 
Syutactical Connection, to be explained later on, the Bhashya puts forward 
the question Lo be dealt with in the following form: ‘In the case of the 
sentence Andry garhapatyamupatishthaté, should the upasthana (greet- 
ing) be of Indra alone, or of Indra or Garhapatya optionally, or of 
Garhapatya and Indra conjointly, or of Garhapatya alone?’ That is to say, 
(1) if Indiéative: Power has an authority superior to Direct Assertion, 
then the Greeting should be done to Indra alone; (2) if both are equally 
strong, and mutually contradictory, then it should be done to Indra or to 
Garhapatya optionally ` (3) if they be equally strong, and not contradic- 
tory to one another, then it should be done to both conjointly; and lastly, 
(4) if Direct Assertion have the superior authority, then, it should be 
dono to Gärhapatya alone. 

. Though on a previous occasion, in the Sūtra III—ii—8, it has been 
declared as a well-established fact that the Aindrī verse in meant to be 
addressed: to Garhapatya,—yet this was done in view of the superior 


strength of Direct Assertion, which is to be established in the present 
Adhikarana, 
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In view of the fact of all the six—Direct Assertion etc. — appear ing 
in the form of a sentence, the opponent takes all of them to be identical 
with Syntactical Connection, and then puts the question: “In this case 
what is the Direct Assertion, and whut the Indicative Power?” 

The reply is—The Direct Assertion consists in the distinct mention 
of the Garhapatya, and the Indicative Power in the indications> of the 
Mantra, 

Says the opponent: “If such collections of words were to be called 
“< Direct Assertion’ and ‘Indicative Power,’—well, then, there is nothing 
“that can be called a ‘Sentence’; so will you please explain what a 
‘sentence’ is ?” 

Still with a view to the capability of all the rest being duly differentia- 
ted from ‘Sentence,’ the Bhashyn replies: A ‘ Sentence’ consists of a number 
of words which collectively erpress u certain idea. Though there is uo such 
single object denotable by all the words collectively, yet what is meant is 
that which is implied or indicated by them. Or, it may mean that a 
number of words go to form a ‘sentence,’ when they denote their objects, 
after having been thrown together, to form a corporate whole, by means of 
the one single idea that is songht to be indicated by such a whole. 

Objection: “In that case, inasmuch as both the mantra and the 
“ Brahmana-passage that have been quoted in the present connection 
“(‘hada ca nastarīrasi etc, and ‘Aindryd gairhyopatyam etc.’) would 
“ fulfil the conditions necessary for the ‘sentence,’ the present discussion 
“ would be one about the comparative strength of two Sentences (and not 
“of a Direct Assertion and an Indicative Power). If then, it be abso- 
“Intely necessary to establish the fact of the sentences in question 
‘involving a conflict of Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, then 
“it becomes necessary to define and point out the differences among 
“ Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection.” 

Reply: The expressive potency of a word is what is called ‘Indica- 
tive Power’ (‘ Linga’); and ‘Direct Assertion’ is of three kinds: (1) The 
Injunctive, (2) the Declaratory, and (3) the Applicative; and the 
* sentence’ we have already defined before. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as Declaration, Injunction and Application 
“are all necessarily preceded by a certain Potency, in the case of the 
“ sentence ‘ Aindryd garhapatyam etc,’ also we have an instance of Indica- 
“tive Power (and not of Direct Assertion exclusively); and similarly 
too, in the case of the Mantra ‘hada ca etc.’ we have the Declaration of 
“Indra; and as such in this enge there can be “no differentiation between 
“ Direct Assertion and Indicative Power. Because neither an Injunction, 
t nor a Declar ation, nor an Application, is possible, without certain potencies 
“attaching to the words; nor, on the other hand, is it possible for the 
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‘ word ‘Indra’ to have an Indicative potency, apart from a Direct Asser- 
“tion in the form of Declaration.” 

Reply: True; in the sentences in question we have a mixture of both 
(Direct Assertion and Indicative Power). But, (1) the fact of the 
Girhapatya belonging to the Aindri is not cognizable by means of Indi- 
cative, Power; (2) nor is the idea of Indra being the accessory deity 
obtainable by means of the Direct Denotation of words. , 

That is to say, (1) all that the potencies of the words ‘ Aindryad gdrha- 
patyam "imply is that each of these words is used in ordinary parlance in 
its various meanings, and not that the Aindri mantra is an accessory of 
the Garhapatya ; because the potency that has gone away in one quarter, 
cannot serve any purpose in another quarter; when, however, the words of 
the Brihmana passage (‘ Aindrya ete.') function by means of their own 
denotativeness, independently of all Indicative potency or otherwise, then 
they distinctly point to the Muntra as pertaining to the Ga@rhapatya, And 
in this case, we do not, in the first instance, have recourse to the assump- 
tion of the Denotative potency; as this potency is implied by the 
apparent inconsistency of the Denotation or expression which is an 
established fact; and it is only after this latter has pointed out the 
use, that we assume the necessary potency; and the potency is not the 
cause of the use. Though in reality it exists beforehand, yet it is only 
latterly that it comes to be cognized, on other grounds (of apparent in- 
consistency) and hence even though it is fully endowed with the capa- 
bility of the agent, yet, not being indicative, it is spoken of as having no 
causal efficiency: If the sentence in question had emanated from a 
haman agent, then, in that case, the Denotative Potency of the speaker 
would have preceded the declaration of the use. As a matter of fact, 
however, the assertion in question is not human; inasmuch as the Veda is 
independent of all human agency. Consequently all men being mere 
listners, it is only subsequently that the cognition of potency appears; 
and hence it must be admitted that the idea of the mantra being accessory 
to the Garhapatya is obtained directly from the hearing of the words 
i‘ Aindrya ete.’). l 

(2) In the mantra ‘kadā ca etc.’ though Indra is denoted by the word 
‘Indra,’ yet, inasmuch as no use is expressed by the word, we find no operation 
of Direct Assertion (in the pointing out of the use); because there is no 
word in the mantra, on hearing which the listner obtains any idea either 
of Indra being the Primary or of the Mantra being the Accessory ;—as 
‘ve have in the case of the, sentence ‘ Aindryd etc.,’ where the accusative 
ending (in ‘garhapatyam’) distinctly points to the fact of Garhapatya 
being the Primary factor, and the Aindri being the Instrumental accessory. 
Though the mantra (‘kadā ca ete.) by its own expressive power is capable 

147 l 
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of pointing out its own use, yet its use cannot be taken as declared or laid 
down by that alone; nor by that alone is the use enjoined; because the 
Muntra has no injunctive potency; in the Brahmanu-passage, on the 
other hand, we can have both the Declaration and the Injunction (of 
use), : 

Objection: “ For the Mantra also, the Indicative Power is assumed on 
“the ground of the direct denotation of its words.” i 

Reply: True; it is so; but there is no mention or declaration of 
the use to which the mantra is to be put; as all that the words denote is 
the mere form of the objects denoted by them. The denotative potency 
of a word, which precedes all other potencies, is something wholly differ- 
ent from the potency of laying down applications or uses,—this latter 
being based upon the former potency. Because that which is cognized 
as capable of denoting something, is also recognized as capable of being 
applied; as the incapable could never bo applied. Consequently the 
application of the Mantra would be based upon this second potency, and 
not upon the first (denotative potency); as what the word ‘Indra’ does, 
by its pristine denotative potency, is merely to denote the deity ‘ Indra.’ 

For these reasons the discrimination among the six (Direct Assertion 
and the rest) should be made in the following manner: — 

(1) In the case of one (i.e. in ‘ Aindrya@ ete. ), it is in the absence of 
any Indicative Power that the Mantra is directly declared to be an acces- 
sory (to Garhaputya); (2) while in the other (in ‘kadā ca eée.’), what is 
cognized is the Indicative Power, without any direct declaration of the 
accessory character. That is to say, in the former case, from the direct 
declaration of the use to which the Aindrī verse is to be put, we infer 
the existence of a potency in the verse itself of indicating the Garhi- 
patya; and its application has been already determined (by the Direct 
Declaration contained in the sentence ‘ Aindry@ etc.’). In the case of the 
mantra ‘ kadā cu etc., however, we actually perceive a potency of indient- 
ing Indra; and from that we have to proceed to assume that the appli- 
cation of the Mantra is declared or enjoined (by the word). (3) Then 
again, in the case of syntactical Connection, we find that it neither: has 
the indicative potency, nor does it directly declare the accessory charac- 
ter; what is found in it is only a conglomeration of a number of words, 
bearing some sort of a relation to one another. As for (4) Context, (5) 
Order, and (6) Name,—which respectively take the forms of Procedure, 
Commonality of Place, and Literal signification, respectively,—the differ- 
ence among these is easily perceptible; and hence the opponent has not 
put any question with regard to these, nor has the deeg thought it fit 
to supply the answer. 

We find all these sim present either collectively or singly, in all sen- 
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tences. That is to say, there is no sentence which is wholly devoid, either 
of indicative potency, or of direct declaration or of the proximity of other 
words. A differentiation among these we have already explained; and 
from among these it is sometimes the one, and sometimes the other, that 
a the first to be cognized. This we now proceed to show: In the case in 
questign, we find that the sentence ‘kadā ca ete.’ does not declare the 
application (of the Mantra); nor is the application implied by the 
proximity of any other words; what we find is that the verse contains 
the word ‘Indra’ capable of denoting the deity Indra; and the rest of 
the words in the Mantra being syntactically connected with that word, 
it follows that the whole Mantra is capable of denoting Indra; and then 
this Iudra too forming an integral part of the action (sacrifice), is quite a 
fit object for heing denoted ; and as such we are led to admit the fact of 
its. being denoted (by the Muntra). As regards the Garhapatya, we find 
that, without any indicative power of the Mantra (with reference to 
the ga@rhapatya) the application of the Mantra to that is distinctly 
declared by the Brihmuna-passage (‘ Aindrya etc.’). And thus it is 
only natural that we should proceed to consider which of these two has 
the stronger authority. 

Some people make the following observations: " Under tho cirenm- 
`“ stances, the passage of the Bhāshya that we have heen considering should 
“ have been taken before the sentence ‘ Lingavikyé ete.’ or as preceding 
“the sentence ‘nätraikavāäkyatvāt ete.’ (Bhashya, p. 286, line 18). Be- 
“cause if we once admit of the indicative power (of the mantra) towards 
“connecting it with the greeting of Indra,—then how can we, again, 
“admit both to have the character of the sentence? Consequently the 
" sentence under consideration should have been placed in a place where 
“it has been asserted that there are two sentences. Or again, it might be 
“taken along with the sentence— through Syntacticul Connection, the 
" yreeting cannot be suid to be subservient either to Indra or to arhapatya ’ ; 
“ because in both cases we assume the existence of the operation of 
“rejecting the Syntactical Connection. Otherwise as the fact of the 
“ Mantra being applied in accordance with the Indicative Power is 
“admitted by the Parrapakshi, tho raising of the question that ‘the mantra 
“ ig applied to the greeting of Indra on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
“tion, and its subsequent refutation, would be wholly irrelevant. For 
“ these reasons, we must take the passage of the Bhāshya as misplaced by 
“ mistake, and shonld explain it by removing it to its proper place.” 

We need not attach much importance to the above observations ; 
because it is a common thing to find that-when there are many objections 
to he dealt with, the objection that has gone before is refuted at the time 
of the refutation of that which comes after it. Then again, even after the 
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declaration ‘ ndtraikavikyutvat etc.’ has been EH the mention of ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection’ in the sentence ‘ Lingavakyé etc.’ would be wholly 
irrelovant. 

Consequently we must take the Bhdshya just as it stands,—explaining 
in the following manner: It is only by way of admitting for the sake of 
argument, that the Purvapakshi has spoken of “ Indicative Power ” in one 
place; and hence it is with a view to remove even the slightest remnant 
of a longing that he may have for bringing in syntactical connection, 
that the Bhāshya has declared—‘ nātraikavākyatvāt etc’ Or it may be 
that with a view to declare the ineffectiveness of the Syntactical Connec- 
tion in the Brahmana-passage, the Bhashya has, by way of illustration, 
spoken of the same with regard to the mantra also. 

Objection: “‘ Aindryä etc.’ is a sentence. That is to say, the Instru- 
“mental ending in ‘aindry@’ only denotes the fact of the Acniri verse 
" being an accessory, without indicating the particular Primary to which 
“itis an accessory,—and similarly, the Accusative in ‘ g@rhapatyam ` only 
“denotes the fact of the Garhapatya being a Primary factor; and 
“certainly none of these is incompatible with the Indicative Power (of 
“ tho mantra ‘ kadā ca etc.’) ; as so long as there is no relationship with 
“another word, the instrumentality of the Aude? would be quite real; 
“and the Garhapatya also could be the Primary for some one of the 
“ Agnéyi verses. But it is the proximity of the two words (‘ aindry@' and 
“+ garhaupatyam’) that precludes the application: of ‘the Mantra to the 
“greeting of Indra; and this proximity constitutes what is known as 
“«Syntactical Connection’ (consequently the case under consideration 
“would be one of the rejection of Indicative Power by Syntactical 
“ Connection, and not by Direct Assertion).’”’ 

Reply: It is not so; in the reply the Bhashya brings forward the 
Direct Assertion of the Garhapatya. Mutual proximity also could not be 
taken, without contradiction, unless it opposed the said Direct Assertion. 
If the word ‘ga@rhapatya’ were construed as ‘Grhapatérayam,’ thereby 
denoting Indra,—or if it were to indicate Indra as an accessory of the 
sacrifice,—or, if it were to denote proximity to the sacrificial fire,—then, the 
said proximity (of the words ‘aindrya’ and ‘ garhapatyam’) could be expli- 
cable, compatibly with the Indicative Power. Inasmuch as, however, as a 
matter of fact, the word ‘ garhapatyam’ distinctly sticks to the denotation 
(of fire) belonging to it as a whole (and not taken etymologically ),— 
there is a distinct contradiction of the Indication by the Direct Assertion 
(in the shape of the Direct Denotation of the word ‘ gārhapatyam ’) (and 
not by Syntactical Oonnection, with. which it has been shown to be com- 
patible). 

Says the Bhdshya: Atha va i ndtraskavakyatont etc. This brings 
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forward the contradiction of the Direct Denotation of the (accusative) 
ending. That is to say, if the Accusative ending (in ‘g@rhapatyam’) had 
the sense of the Locative or of the Instrumental, then there might not be 
a contradiction. As a matter of fact, however, it signifies the objective; 
and this is certainly contradicted. The contradiction of Indicative Power 
has been already pointed out above; and it has been brought up again 
simply with a view to reject the possibility of the operation of Syntactical 
Connection affecting the case in question. 

Question: “ Inasmuch as, as shown above, contradiction is possible 
“in both ways, how is it that the Bhashya takes up the contradiction of 
“ Direct Assertion by Indicative Power, and not that of the Indicative 
“ Power by Syntactical Connection ?” 

Reply: Just as by reason of its quicker operativeness, Direct Asser- 
tion sets aside Indicative Power and the rest; so in the pointing out of 
the application of the manira also, it is the first to become operative. 
That is to say, it is the one that is quickest in pointing out the application, 
that is cognized as contradicted by its counter-agent. 

Objection: “ It has been declared above that Direct Assertion is not 
“the only one that is contradicted.” 

Reply: Why cannot it be contradicted,—when the limits of the 
relationship of Direct Assertion with Syntactical Connection have been 
strictly detined,—one being in the form of the Primary and the 
Accessory, and andther in that of the Qualification and the Qualified ? 
What Direct Assertion distinctly avers is that to the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical Connec- 
tion, belongs such and such a relationship of the Primary and the Acces- 
sory (and there is no contradiction involved in this), The Indicative 
Power, on the other hand, contradicts the very relationship of the 
Primary and the Accessory (expressed by Direct Assertion), and not that 
of the Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical 
Connection. Consequently when the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualified has been established by Syntactical Connection nn- 
opposed, then what remains to be considered is the contradiction by 
Indicative Power of the Direct Assertion. 

Or, it may be that as soon as the word ‘Aindryā’ has been 
Pronounced, it becomes evident, from the law laid down under Sétra 
1—ii—31, that he that is to be greeted by the mantra is someone other 
than Indra,—and certainly this is contradictory to the Indicative Power 
which points to Indra as one to be greeted by it. 

Thus then, it is clear that the texts under consideration involve a 
conflict between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power; and as such 
there is nothing wrong in the discussion propounded by the Bhashyd. 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Tt must be admitted that all means of right knowledge are equally 
“ anthoritative. 

(A) “ Because, as a matter of fact, when one of these has, on its own 
“ strength, once been accepted as authoritative, that strength does not 
“ disappear, when it is compared with another means. 

“ In the case of all means of right knowledge, Sense-perception and 
“the rest, there are only two possible contingencies :—-they are either 
“ true or false; there is no intermediate course: and that which is once a 
" true means of knowledge can never be false; and conversely that which 
“ig false can never be true; and in all cases it is only the falso means of 
‘‘ knowledge that is rejected, and never the true one; nor is the false one 
“ ever recognized as a true means of knowledge; for the simple reason that 
“ the very character of the true means of knowledge consists in non-rejecti- 
‘bility. Now then, with regard to the six means of knowledge, Direct. 
“ Assertion and the rest, it has been shown (in the preceding Adhikaranas) 
“that each of them is a true means within its own limits; and none 
"of them ever steps beyond those limits, where it could be suspected 
“of weakness. And when an idea has once been brought about by one of 
“ these, it is not possible for it to be made non-existent. And inasmuch 
‘Cas every one of these ideas is only self-destructible, it could not be set 
“aside by any other idea. Nor is it possible for the sanskara (impression) 
“of that idea to be removed,—as there can be no destruction of the 
“sanskāra that is the source of memory. Nor, lastly, is it possible to 
‘‘ separate it from ifs legitimate effect in the shape of due action; as the 
“idea of action is strongly-rooted. Consequently, all the six being 
“equally strong in authority, whenever they are found to contradict 
“one another, they must be treated as pointing to optional alterna- 
"ve, 

“ (B) Ifit be absolutely necessary to admit the rejection of one by 
“the other, then the rejection will take a course quite contrary to that 
“held by the Siddhänti, as it is n matter of common experience that that 
“ which follows can never come about unless it has rejected that which 
“has gone before it. That is to say, among Direct Assertion ete. it is 
“ found that that which precedes is quicker in its operation than that which 
“ follows; and as such the latter could have an existence only after it 
“ had set aside the former; consequently the rejection of these by one 
‘‘another would be in a way quite different from that held by you. 

“And further, even Direct Assertion could never lay down the 
“ application of that which would not have the power (necessary for that 
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~ application); and there could be no such power, unless there were a 
- Syntactical Connection (among the factors concerned). 

“That is to say, (1) that which, at the time of its appearance, bas 
“had its capabilities ascertained as being suited for one thing, could 
“never, at the time of its actual application, be turned away from that 
“thing; and it is only right to hold that the use to which a thing is put 
“depends upon its capabilities (and thus Indicative Power is stronger 
“than Direct Assertion). 

“ (2) Similarly that which is not found to be related, by Syntactical 
“Connection, with another thing, could never be believed to have any 
‘capabilities with regard to that thing. And when there is such a 
“relationship ; then the apparent inconsistency of this very relationship 
‘establishes the said capability ; and thus Syntactical Connection would 
“appear to be by far the stronger in authority (than Indicative Power, 
‘and hence than Direct Assertion). 

“ (3) So also, in all cases Syntactical Connection is dependent upon 
“ mutual requirement (Context); hence it is that it is only when such 
“a mutual requirement is perceptible that we recognize the presence of 
“Syntactical Connection; and never otherwise; and thus being the 
“necessary precursor of that Connection, Mutual Requirement, in the 
“form of Context, cannot but be admitted to be the superior. Specially 
“as all notions of Syntactical Connection, that go against mutual require- 
“ment, are found to be totally mistaken. 

“ (4) In the same manner, all Requirements are based upon those 
“that proximate to one another; becauso factors that are remote from 
“one another cannot be reguired by, or related to, one another; conse- 
“quently all that has gone before is possible only when there is Proxi- 
“mity, which, therefore, in the form of Order, must be regarded as 
“superior to all the four that have gone before. 

“ (5) As for Name, it denotes the relationship directly (and as such 
“is the strongest of all). 

“ Thus we find that the order of superiority is wholly reversed. 

“ (C) Or again, all this discussion could have been relevant only if 
“ there were a contradiction among the six means of knowledge. As a 
“ matter of fact, however, there is no such Contradiction; as it is quite 
“ compatible for the Mantra (or any other accessory in question) to be used 
“in ways denoted by both (means of knowledge). Consequently, even when 
“the various means of knowledge coalesce or conflict, due authority must 
“ belong to every one of them.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply: Among these six, that 

which follows is rejected by that which precedes it, as they are more and 
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more remote from the sense of Direct Assertion. Because in the case of 
all of these it is universally considered necessary to admit of the corrobo- 
ration of a Direct Assertion laying down the necessury application; and 
the cognition brought about by this corroborative Direct Assertion varies 
in its proximity to each of tle six means of cognition in question. 

If, like Direct Assertion, the authority of Indicative Power and the 
rest also were self-sufficient and independent, then, in that case, what you 
say would have been quite true. As it is, however, the authority of these, 
like that of the Smritzs, depends upon their capability of pointing to a 
corroborative Direct Assertion ;—which latter alone is the sole authority 
(in matters relating to Dharma). And this Direct Assertion is held to 
be of six kinds, in accordance with the six means of its being cognized 
(viz.: Sense-perception, Inference, ete., etc.). 

Objection: “ How is it that Indicative Power and the rest have no 
‘independent authority of their own?” 

Reply: We have proved above that Dharma ts that which has Vedic 
Injunction for tts sole authority (I—i—2), and then again that that which 
is not supported by direct verbal testimony is of no use in matters relating to 
Dharma (1—iii—1). And when the words that are directly heard are found 
to lay down the application, we call that a case of Crutz, Direct Assertion, 
because it inheres directly in the Ear (@rotra), In a case however 
where the words are not found to directly lay down the application, 
after we have cognized the words by direct Sense-perception, the agency 
pointing out the application is inferred by apparent Inconsistency ; und it 
is in such cases, that we have Indicative Power and the other five; and 
certainly in such cases there is a certain remoteness between the means of 
knowledge and the final object of cognition (Application). 

For instance, in the matter of the use to which the Adndri verse is to. 
be put, when both Direct Assertion and Indicative Power proceed to 
point it out, at the time that we come across the words of the former 
directly laying down the use, we find those of the Indicative Power to be 
capable of only reminding us of those words; and consequently while we 
are yet taking steps to infer the existence of such words from the apparent 
inconsistency of the appearance of the verse in the Context,—the necessary 
use is long before laid down by means of the direct words of Direct Asser- 
tion; and this use having been duly cognized, the subject-matter of the 
Context—i.e. the sacrifice—has its requirements fulfilled in connection 
with the Mantra, and the Mantra also has its own needs in connection 
with the sacrifice duly supplied. And thus the appearance of the mantra 
in the particular context having been otherwise explained, there is no 
longer any Apparent Inconsistency capable of leading us to the inference 
of a Direct Assertion of Indra (as the person. to be greeted with the 
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Mantra); and in the absence of such a Direct Assertion, there can be no 
such application for the Mantra. 

In fact we have explained it more than once that only that much is to 
be regarded as Vedic which has to be assumed in fulfilment of certain needs 
of the Veda. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that Direct Assertion is 
superior in authority (to Indicative Power, which is one step further 
removed from its objective). Because Direct Assertion does not need the 
help of anything else, in the way that it is itself needed by Indicative 
Power. 

To this effect we have the following declaration: ‘ That which does 
not stand in need of something else is the stronger of the two; while 
that which has its functioning dependent upon something else—how could 
that ever set aside this latter?’ 

Thus then, among Direct Assertion and the rest, we find that that 
which precedes operates independently of that which follows, and is, 
therefore, stronger than that; while that which follows, having its autho- 
rity dependent upon that which precedes it, can never set aside this latter, 
We have already shown that we cannot admit of the authority of [ndi- 
cative Power and the rest unless they are capable of leading to the 
inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion. 

Objection: “It has also been declared that that which is itself 
“devoid of Power can never be applied to any use (even by a hundred 
“ Direct Assertions).” 

Reply: True; this has been declared ; but it was a most improper 
declaration; because, as a matter of fact, the capability of Direct Assertion 
to lay down the use of an accessory does depend upon Indicative Power ; 
it is after the use has been cognized (by means of Direct Assertion), that, 
upon the strength of that cognition, we come to infer its capability of being 
used in that way. That is to say, after Direct Assertion has pointed out 
the use to which the accessory is to be put, there arises the question as to 
the manner in which it would serve that purpose; and the conclusion 
arrived at is that it would serve it in the way in which it would be capuble 
of doing so; and though there may be nothing in the accessory itself that 
Points to its capability for such use (as f.i. there is nothing in the Aindri 
mantra itself that points to its being used in the greeting of Garhapatyc), 
yet such capability is inferred from the Direct declaration of the use (as 
in the Injunction ‘ Aindrya garhapatyam upatishthate "A It is on this 
account that we have the declaration contained in the Sara III—ii—3. 

Objection: “ There can be no use to which an accessory is put, until 

“it already possesses the requisite capability; and consequently the 
© existence of such capability must be presumed before everything else ; 
148 
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“and thus Direct Assertion would. remy become weaker than the 
“ directly perceptible Indicative Power.” 

Reply: True; such would be the natural Ste if the inference 
of the capability preceded the operation of Direct Assertion. As a matter 
of fact, however, it is not so; because until the Aindrī verse has been 
declared to be used in a certain way, there is no reason for seeking for 
any capability, in it, of denoting the (farhapatya; in fact, when the use 
has been laid down, and is found to be otherwise inexplicable, the said 
capability, even though existing from before, comes to be inferred only 
subsequently, 

Objection: “ Even then the remoteness from the final objective is 
“exactly the same in both cases. For instance, the remoteness from the 
“ pointing out of the use, in the case of the Indicative Power, that leads 
“to the inference of a Direct Assertion, is exactly tho same that there is 
“in the case of Direct Assertion, which leads to the inference of the 
“necessary Power. In any case the remoteness is due to the necessity 
“ of the inference of something not visible; and this is exactly the same 
“in the vase of both.” 

Reply: True; so far it is the same in both cases; but this is of no use 
in the matter of the strength or weakness of the two. Because it is only 
when the idea of the use is remote that there is a notion of weakness ; 
and this would apply only to a case where the non-existent factor has got 
to be assumed, or inferred, before there ig an idea of the use. 

That is to say, in the case of Indicative Power, there is no pointing 
out of the use, until there is a prior inference of the Direct Assertion 
(laying down that use) ; and hence in this case there is a certain degree 
of remoteness, which is not present in the case of Direct Assertion, 
wherein the declaration of the use having been duly cognized, it is tho 
presence of this use that leads to the inference of the necessary capability ; 
and this inference, appearing subsequently, docs not remove, to any remote 
point, the previously-obtained idea of the use. In all cases where the two 
means of knowledge proceed towards a common objective, that which is 
found to take more time in reaching it is taken as remote from it, and as 
weaker in its authority than the other; and when the use has been once 
duly cognized, even if there were a thousand inferences to appear, they 
would in no way remove the means of knowledge away from its objective. 


What has been said above holds good respecting all the remaining 
pairs—such as Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Syntactical 
Connection and Context, Context and Order, and Order and Name. As in 
the case of all these, there can be no idea of the use obtained from anyoue 
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antil it has led to the inference of the preceding ones ; whereas when the 
ase has been pointed out by the preceding one, the existence of the follow- 
ing one is merely accepted as an invariable concomitant. 

Objection : " Inasmuch as Direct Assertion is directly perceptible 
“(which none of the other is), it is right that it should be stronger than 
“Indigative Power; but in the case of the others, inasmuch as all of them 
“equally stand in need of the inference of corroborative Direct Assertion, 
“on what ground could we admit any one of them to be stronger or 
“ weaker than the other H" 

Reply: Indicative Power and the rest aro removed from the final 
objective of Direct Assertion, by one, two, three, four and five stepr 
respectively; and this makes a great difference in their respective 
strength and weakness, That is to say, the operation of Indicative Power 
is removed by the single step of the inference of a corroborative Direct 
Assertion, while that of Syntactical Connection is removed by two steps, 
in the shape of the inference of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, 
and soon. For instance (in the case of the sentence ‘ Kudā ca nastarirast 
etc”) all the other words, that are not denotative of Indra, being 
found to be syntactically connected with the word denotative of that 
Neity,—we come to assume the existence in those words of the power of 
denoting that deity ; and this power leads us on to the Direct Assertion 
(which points ont the use to which the mantra is to be put). 

As a matter of fact, in all Mantras it is only a certain word that 
denotes something directly connected with the action to be performed ; 
ug. in the sentence ‘ Agnayé jushtam nirvapami,’ the words ‘nirvapāmi’ 
and ‘Agni’; the other words, denoting things not directly connected 
with the action, appear to be incapable of being of any use in its perform- 
anco; and yet the apparent inconsistency of these being syntactically 
connected leads to the inference of the existence in them of the capability 
of denoting things connected with the action; and consequently they 
suppress their own original denotations, and then coming to indicate 
things connected with the action, become capable of being utilized in its 
performance; and then it is that having led to the inference of a Corrobo- 
rative Direct Assertion, they come to be actually utilized in connection 
with that action, All this is quite admissible in a case where there is no 
incompatibility (between Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power and 
Direct Assertion). 

When however we find two mantras so constituted that though 
yutactically connected, each of them indicates a distinct object con- 
nected with actions—[eg. in the sentence ‘syonanté sadunam krnomi 
teens tasmin sida,’ we find that the former part is employed in the spread 
ing of the grass, while the latter in the laying down upon it of the 
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Cake]—, in such a case, the two stand in need of two distinct Indicative 
Powers,—and these Powers also standing in need of two distinct objects 
to be indicated, when the Syntactical Connection proceeds to point out the 
application of the sentence in question, as soon as it is found that the 
indicative power of. a certain portion of it points to a certain use for it, it 
comes to be quickly taken up by that use, and Syntactical Connection is 
utterly incapable of employing it to any other purpose; nor does it allow 
any others to serve that purpose. And the sole reason for this is that, 
while Syntactical Connection is still on its way to the inference of In- 
dicative Power, the already existing Indicative Power hastens to bring 
about the inference of the corroborative Direct Assertion, and thereby 
restrict the use to which the sentence is to be put. 

That is to say, when the whole is applied to a certain use, it can be so 
applied without taking along with it all its parts; and in the sentence in 
question we find that all that is directly perceptible is the fact of the two 
parts of the sentence (‘syonam etc,’ and ‘tasmin etc.’) being syntactically 
connected,—and not the fact of their indicating the same thing; on the 
other hand, the fact of their indicating two different things is proved by 
the cognition of their meanings. Thus then, in the matter of the appli- 
cation of the whole sentence and its parts, when Syntactical Connection 
and Indicative Power proceed to point ont their uses,—inasmuch as that 
which is devoid of power cannot be applied to any use, while Syntactical 
Connection is still on the way to the inference of the fact of the latter 
portion of the sentence being subservient to the purpose of the former, or 
vice versa, the Indicative Powers belonging to each of these two portions 
themselves distinctly brings about the inference of a Direct Assertion 
pointing out the fact of each of the two portions being applied to a 
distinct purpose of its own. Consequently, while Syntactical Connection 
is still exerting itself towards the inference of the necessary Direct Asser- 
tion, Indicative Power has fully established the uses to which the two parts 
are to beapplied; and thereby the mention of the muntra on the Contest 
having all its requirements fulfilled, there remains no cause for the 
inference of any further Direct Assertion; and thus, the use, which an 
inferred Direct Assertion might have pointed ont, falls to the ground, 
having no basis to go upon. As for the Mantra also, that which is the first 
to appear is more quickly applied to the use that is*the first to present 
itself, to which the former Mantra could be applied only very slowly. 
Similarly that which appears latterly becomes more quickly applied to the 
use, which is the last to appear. And the Mantra that is quick to be applied 
does not pay any regard to the slow use to which it might be put. In the 
same manner, tle meaning also, being taken up by the Mantra cognized 
first, does not take up any other; and so long as it is possible for it to be 
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taken in its primary sense, it cannot be relegated to a secondary posi- 
tion. vs 

Thus then, Indicative Power being stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion, the Mantras are to be applied by breaking up the sentence into two 
distinct parts. 

Objection: “Such being the case (in the sentence ‘ Dévasya iva 
“ savitug......mirvapaims’) the word ‘xirvapami’ having its indicative 
“power duly ascertained, and appearing much more quickly, takes up 
“the purpose in question; and precludes tle application of the remote 
“ words ‘ dévasya tvā etc., which, for this reason, can not be applied to 
“the same use. Then inasmuch as these words have distinct purposes to 
“ serve, they cannot be taken collectively. Consequently, there being no 
“ Syntactical Connection, it becomes necessary for these words (‘dévasya 
“ ete.') to indicate, in some way or other, the nirvāpa itself,—and nothing 
“olge, as this something else could not belong to the action to be per- 
“formed, For these reasons, all the words coming to have the same 
“objective, there comes about coalescence (of Indicative Power and 
“ Syntactical Connection), and there must be a rejection of the application 
"uf those words that are pointed out by Syntactical Connection alone.” 

Reply: In a case where other words denote things connected with the 
Action, there alone can we have distinct uses for them; while for those 
words that do not denote any such thing, their use must unavoidably 
be accepted as indicated by Syntactical Connection. That is to say, 
those words that do not denote things connected with actions,—if these 
be taken independently by themselves, they become wholly useless. 
Consequently, even though the object (nirvdpa) has had all its require- 
ments fulfilled by previously ascertained relationships, yet it becomes 
denotable by the other words, in case these latter are found to be in need 
of some such object. Just as even though the details of an action are all 
fully supplied, yet in consequence of the order of sequence, the same 
details are again brought in; and again, just as though certain accessory 
details may have their requirements fulfilled in connection with the 
Primary sacrifice, yet they are employed again in connection with the 
subsequent modifications of those sacrifices; as we have explained in 
connection with the Kirptis, Consequently even such words as are not 
denotative of things connected with the action come to be so connected 
and used (in accordance with Syntactical Connection). 

Those words, on the other hand, that are found to denote things 
connected with actions, have their use, even if they do not happen to be 
connected with things not denoted by them; and they do not obtain a 
place on the mere ground of their uselessness. As all the six, Direct 
Assertion and the rest,—if they happen to be tainted by uselessness,—are 
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held to be capable of being set aside even by those that are weaker 
than themselves. For instance, though Direct Assertion (in the sentence 
‘Vrihin prokshati’) points to the fact of the Prokshana being an accessory 
attendant upon the form of the corn, yet we lose no time in rejecting 
this and taking it to be attendant upon the capability of the corn to brine 
about certain transcendental results,—as shown by the Context. __, 

Thus then it becomes fully established that Indicative Power is 
superior in authority to Syntactical Connection; as has been shown 
above in connection with Bhakshanuvika (III—ii—24 et seq.). 


Between Syntactical Connection and Context it is the latter that is 
the weaker, because of its being further remote from its object. 

We find that the connection or relationship (between the Accessory 
and its Primary) is distinctly perceptible in a case of Syntactical 
Connection; while in that of Context it is not so perceptible, but has got 
to be inferred from mutual requirement; and this constitutes a remote- 
ness, 

That is to say, in the case of Context all that we perceive is the mere 
mutual requirement of the helper and the helped, subsisting between the 
Primary and the Accessory sentences, both of which are fully equipped 
with their complements; whereas in the case of Syntactical Connection, 
it is the direct connection between the Primary and the Accessory that is 
perceptible; cunsequently, when these two start upon their way to 
connect the Accessory in question with a particular Primary, while 
Context is still on the way to the assumption of a Syntactical Connection 
(between the two), Syntactical Connection will have succeeded in assum- 
ing a Power in the words of the sentence (to indicate the required 
relationship); and while, in the former case, the assumed Syntactical 
Connection would assume the necessary Indicative Power, the assumed 
Power, in the latter case, will assume the corroborative Direct Declara- 
tion; and lastly, while in the former case, the assumed Power would bring 
about the assnmption of the corroborative Declaration, the assumed 
Declaration, in the latter case, would have fully established the necessary 
application of the accessory; and thus the Requirement (upon which 
Context is based) haviug been set aside, there would remain no basis for 
its assumption of the necessary Corroborative Declaration ; and hence the 
Indicative Power, even though assumed, would disappear before it reaches 
the stage at which it could definitely point ont the necessary application. 
It is for this reason that we hold Syntactical Connection to be the 
stronger of the two. | | a 
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In the same manner, between Oontext and Order (or Position), it is 
the latter that is the further remote from its objective. 

Because while one (i.e. the Context), on its way to the assumption of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration, begins with Mutual: Requirement 
(upon which the Context is directly based), the other (i.e. Order) has got 
to obtain this (Requirement) also from another source, and then, through 
that, reach the corroborative Declaration. 

That is to say, Order or Position consists merely in the fact of the 
two (the Accessory and the Primary) being mentioned or performed in 
the same place; and in a case where the two things thus occurring in the 
same place, happen to be in mutual need, we have an instance of Context. 
As instances in point we have those modificatory sacrifices that happen tobe 
montioned in an extensive Context. From among these, that which has not 
been originally laid down as falling in the midst of the accessories of the 
Original sacrifice, is found to be mentioned either before or after this 
latter; and thereby becomes subject to the operations of Order. In the 
case of Context, on the other hand, all requirements having been fully 
falfilled by the accessories mentioned along with the Original sacrifice 
which have had their uses distinctly defined,--if there is an acces- 
sory which happens to be meutioned near something that has all its 
needs supplied, as also near another thing that stands in some need, and 
thereby comes to be simultaneously taken up by both of these,—then,. 
while it would be still giving rise to the necessary assumption of a require- 
ment of that which is in proximity to it and hence connectible to it hy 
Order, it would become syntactically connected with that which already 
has such a requirement, and as such, is connectible with it by Context. 
And while in the former case, we reach the assumption of Syntactical 
Connection, there already appears, in the latter case, the assumption of 
the Power, in the Accessory, to help that with which it is related by 
Context. And while, in the former case, there is an assumption of the 
said Power, we have, in the latter, the assumption of the corroborative 
Direct Declaration. And lastly, while, in the former case, we shall be 
assuming the Corroborative Declaration, the already assumed Declaration, 
in the latter case, would have distinctly established the application of the 
accessory in question; and all the rest would thereby become wholly 
inoperative. 


Similarly too, between Order and Name, we find that in the case of 
the former, the mutual relationship of the Primary and the Accessory, 
assumed on the ground of their occurring in the same place, is still based 
upon the Veda itself; and in all cases the relationship of two things is 
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always based upon some sort of an identity; whereas in the case of 
Name, there is no such identity of place. pointed out by the Veda as 
would establish the possibility of a direct relationship. 

Objection: “The Name directly denotes relationship itself; and 
“ operating thereby; it would come to be equal to Direct Assertion, in 
“ authority.” 

Reply: It is not so; Beete the relationship that is established bs 
the Name is something wholly different from that of the Primary and 
Accessory, pointed out by Direct Assertion. That is to say, the Name 
operates towards the establishing of a relationship among certain things 
that have not, in any way, been recognized as being related; and it docs 
not establish the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory ; speci- 
ally because this latter is capable of being based upon any sort of a 
relationship. In reality the Name is incapable of denoting any relation- 
ship; as we have shown (under the Arunddhikarana) that Names apply- 
ing literally do not denote any relationship. And every relationship is in 
the form that the two objects (related) have something in common 
between themselves. 

Thus then, it becomes established that Name is inferior to Order. 
Because in the case of the latter, the common element has not got to be 
inferred, as the fact of their place being common is distinctly perceptible; 
while in the case of the former, there being no word expressive of any 
common element directly perceptible, it has got to be inferred ; and this 
constitutes a remoteness from the real objective. 

For instance, while Name is still assuming the existence of the said 
common element between the two factors, Order has ascertained the fact 
of the two being in need of each other, because of their occurring in the 
same place, and thereby has established the Context; while the former 
common element is assuming the presence of a mutual requirement, the 
latter Context has established a Syntactical Connection ; while the former 
case assumes a Syntactical Connection, the latter bas established the 
Power of helping; while the former is assuming the Power of helping, 
the latter has established the Corroborative Direct Assertion; and lastly, 
while the former is assuming the Corroborative Direct Assertion, the latter 
has established the use to which the accessory is to be put. And thereby 
the mention in the Context having had all its requirements fulfilled, all that 
follows it, even though pointed out by the right means of knowledge, be- 
comes like the unripe seed plucked from the tree, and as such incapable 
of bringing forth any proper fruit, 

7 Thus then, it is fully established that on the ground of remoteness 
from the chief objective, each one of the six—Direct Assertion and the ` 
rest—is inferior to, and is set aside by, that which precedes it. _ 
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s In support of this we have the following declaration :— 

When there is a single fruit that is reached by a flight of stairs, and 
which is acquired by mere approach, and for reaching it two men contend- 
ing for its possession start up, both equally fast and Geen from obstacles, — 
but one of them starts from the ground, while the other starts from one 
step of the stairs already gained,—then, there is no donbt that the latter one 
will reach the fruit first; and the fruit having been taken away by that 
man, the other would get down without having obtained anything. And 
iu this case we find that though each of the men had power enough for 
obtaining the fruit at another time, yet when put together, the younger 
man—the one that is a step behind—is always vanquished. 

And as a matter of fact, we find that it is in one way that operations 
ure carried on even by weak agencies, when there is no force to contend 
with; while the character of the operation becomes wholly different when 
thére is an inroad of more powerful agencies, which destroys all the 
strength of the weaker ones. For these reasons, it is by no means reason- 
able to hold that simply hecanse the latter means of knowledge (Indiva- 
tive Power and the rest) are held to be authoritative in one place, they 
must be so also when they are opposed by stronger and more anthorita- 
five means of knowledge (Direct Assertion f.i.). 

IL has been argued above that—“it is only a false semblance of 
3 Aere means of EES that can be set aside, and not what is 

a real means of knowledge.” 

And in reply to this we say that in the cases under consideration what 
are set aside are really mere semblances of anthoritative means. Because 
in these cases (i.e. where there is a more authoritative means to the con- 
trary), those that are set aside have never bad any authority. There was 
only a semblance of authority assumed from the fact of their having been 
perceived to have an authority in other cases. 

That is to say, no authority attaches to these other means of know- 
ledge, in a case where they are set aside; the fact is that having, in 
another place, been found to have proper authority, wherein they appear 
by themselves, —they are inferred, from that, to have an authority, even 
in the cases under consideration. But inasmuch as they are ejected 
hy other superior means of knowledge, they fail in their purpose, and are 
therefore concluded to be wrong and mistaken. 

Though it begins its operations with the same functions that helonged 
to it previously, yet, inasmuch as its objective has been wrested by another 

: Means very much quicker in its operations, and thereby, having its very 
root cut off from under itself, it does not reach its end; consequently, 
what else could we do, but set aside its dE rejecting it as a 
Mirage P e 
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In all such cases, the idea of accessory character is rejected, before 
it has come into existence, as there has been no Direct Assertion yet 
assumed pointing to such character,—such rejection being done by the 
assumption of the falsity of all intervening cognitions (brought about hy 
the former) ; and thus there can be no similarity in strength between the 
two, on the ground of the similarity of their appearance. For this reason, 
the rejection in question should not be mistaken for one in the form of the 
setting aside of a mixture of the two cognitions, The rejection of that 
which has come into existence, is in the form of the setting aside of its 
consequences, and will be treated of later on (in Adhydya X). 


Thus then we have explained what happens in the case of conflict 
between any two of the six means of knowledge. Inasmuch as the case 
of the conflict of one by two or more, is similar to what has been ex- 
plained, the Bhishya has not treated of it separately. But it is neces- 
sary for the Commentators to explain those cases also in detail; and this 
is to be done in the following manner: 

(1) When there is a conflict between Direct Assertion and Syntacti- 
cal Connection,—e.y. in the case of the sentence ‘arunaya pingakshy’, 
etc.” the Redness, ete. are shown, by the indicative power of Syntac- 
tical Connection and by co-extensiveness, to belong to the one-year-old cou ; 
while the Instrumental ending directly declares it to belong to the 
Purchase,—we find that while Syntactical Connection is still on the 
ground, Direct Assertion is already two steps nearer the goal; and hence 
while the former is still on its way to the assumption of Indicative Power, 
the Direct Assertion will have established the use to which the accessory 
is to be put; and this constitutes n great difference between the opera- 
tions of the two. 

(2) When there is conflict between Direct Assertion and Context, 
—as when the ‘twenty-one recitations’ are shown by the Context to 
belong to the Darga-Pirnamasa, while the Direct Assertion (contained 
in ‘ Pratishthakamasyaikavimigativanubruyit’) makes them accessory to u 
certain end desired by the Agent,—it is the Context that is always set 
aside. The ‘recitations’ too having the nature of actions, and thus 
forming part of the ‘ Procedure,’ are subject to the specific authority of 
the Context; and as such they have been cited here as examples. 

Some people put forward the following as an example of the con- 
flict botween Direct Assertion and Order or Position: “We have the 
declaration that.‘ there are three upasads for the Sadhna, while there are 
‘twelve for the Ahinu’; and herein inasmuch as the number ‘twelve’ has 
not the character of an Action, and as such does not form part of the 
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. Procedure, it cannot be subject to the authority of Context, which is 
hased upon the Procedure; and it is only by means of Proximity that it 
comes to be accepted, throngh the assumed agency of the Context; conse- 
quently, this must be regarded as an instance of conflict of Direct Asser- 
tion and Position or Order.” | 

But this is scarcely admissible ; because if the number (Twelve) in 
question had belonged to the substance (used at the sacrifice), or had been 
an independent factor by itself, then alone it could not be taken as part 
of the Procedure, being entirely devoid of the form of an action. Asa 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we have the injunction of ‘twelve’ with 
distinct reference to the action of upasad, which latter distinctly forms 
part of the Procedure,—the said number cannot but be contained in the 
Procedure, And in this case while the wpasad contained in the Procedure 
wonld be assuming the Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power of 
the number, the Direct Declaration by the genitive ending (in ‘ahinasyu’) 
will have established the fact of its belonging to the Ahina; and this 
Ahina is nothing other than the Aharganu. (Consequently this would be 
a case of the setting aside of the Context by Direct Assertion.) 

(3) Question: “What, then, is the example of conflict between 
Divect Assertion and Order ? ” | 

Answer: The qualifications of the Rope (used for tying round the 
sacrificial Post)— e.g, the being made of grass and the like— would be shown 
by Order to belong,to the Agnishomiya animal; while by Direct Assertion 
they are shown to belong to the Post. As it is clearly perceptible, by 
Direct Assertion, that the Rope is accessory to the Tying of the Post; and 
hence together with its qualifications, it cannot belong to the Animal. 
Because while the Order or Position would be assuming the corroborative 
Context and the rest,—thus separated from its objective by four inter- 
vening steps,—it will have been defeated by the said Direct Assertion. 
And while the Order would be engaged in assuming the existence of 
mutual Requirement alone (which would be the basis of the Context), its 
objective, the Rope, before it was reached by the said Order, would be 
taken up by Direct Assertion. 

(4) As an instance of the conflict between Direct Assertion and Name, 
we have the following: We find the mantra ‘ikhé tvā etc.’ mentioned in the 
chapter on Darga-Pirnamasa called by the name of ‘ Pawradagiku ’ 
chapter (chapter devoted to the ‘Purodaca-offerings), and occurring 
in a Context common to all the other sacrificial materials (the 
Sannayya etc.), not having its application pointed out by any clear 
Indicative Power; and at first sight, the name of the chapter would 
show it to belong to the Purodaga only; while the Direct Assertion 
contained in the Brahmana-sentence ‘ ikhë tutts cakhan chinaiti’ distinctly 
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points it out as pertaining to the cutting of the twig required for the 
making of the Sainnayya. Aud while the Name would be still engaged in 
assuming a common element, the Direct Assertion will have estab. 
lished the use to which the Mantra is to be put, long before the former has 
had time to assume the intermediate corroborations of the Context, Syntac- 
tical Connection, Indicative Power and Direct Assertion; and as such it is 
set aside by the aforesaid Direct Assertion. 

In the same manner are to be explained the conflicts between Indica- 
tive Power and Context and the rest. 

(1) As an instance of the conflict between Indicative Power and 
Context, we have the mantras to be addressed to Piishan (called the 
‘ Pushanumantruna mantras’); with regard to these, while the Context in 
which they occur (viz. that of the Darga-Paérnumasa) is still on its way 
to the assumption of Syntactical Connection, their Indicative Power will 
have established, through the assumption of the corroborative Direct 
Assortion, their applicability to the addressing of Pūshan ; and so also 
while the former will assume the Power of indicating the Agni ete. men- 
tioned in the Context, the latter will have established their use as lyiny 
in the addressing of Pishan. 

(2) The conflict between Indicative Power and Order has been shown 
in the Stutagastradhikarana, under Sütra TI—i—14. The example that: is 
given in the Bhashya also is the case of the Abhyanujnipana and the 
Abhyanujni along which are mentioned, in the same order in which tho two 
are mentioned, the two mantras ‘ upahita, etc,’ and ‘upahvayasva, etc.’; and 
from their Position or Order, it would seem that the mantra ‘ upahiita, ete.’ 
applies to the Abhyanujnapana and ‘ Upuhvayasva, etc,’ to the Abhyanujna. 
But the Indicative Power of the words of the Mantras themselves point to 
the contrary procedure, Consequently, while the said Position or Order 
would assume the Context and the necessary Syntactical Connection, the 
Indicative Power would have assamed its corroborative Direct Assertion 
and definitely established the applicability of the mantras; and thus we 
have the rejection of Order long before it has had time to assume the 
Corroborative Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. 

We have another instance (of conflict between Indicative Power and 
Order) in regard to the mantras Parivirasi, etc.’ and ‘ yuvd suvisa, ete.’ 
which are respectively descriptive of the karana and the kriyamana of the 
Parivydnw (winding), The Position or Order of these mantras would 
show that they belong to the Parivyäna of the Aqnishomiya, while their 
Indicative Power slows that they pertain to the second Parivyana of the 
Gu vaniyu. | | 

Question: “In that case, why is it that the Manotā is not taken as 
‘belonging to the sacrifice of the Savaniya animal,—as shown by the 
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u Indicative Power, which would be capable of rejecting the Order that. 
“connects it with that of the Agnishomiya ? ” 

Answer: It is not so, for the simple reason that, like the case shown 
under the Sätra III—ii—3, the mantra is applied to the Aynishomiya by 
reason of the implication (of Agni by the word ‘ manota@') based upon the 
applicability pointed out by Dircct Assertion, which is more authoritative 
than the Indicative Power (connecting it with the Savaniya). It is witha 
view to this that we have the Direct declaration—‘ even if the animal be 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manota should be the one dedicated to 
Agni.’ And this Direct Assertion stands in the way of any Indicative 
Power applying the Manot@ to any other animal ;—the sense of tho 
Assertion being that ‘even when the animal is dedicated to two deities, 
the Manotā to be employed should be that pertaining to the single Deity 
of Agni, and it should not, on the more ground of its pertaining to that 
single Deity, be disjoined from the anima! (Agnishomiya) dedicated to 
the two deities (of Agni and Soma).’ Or again, we can take the word 
‘vu’ differently, and explain the Assertion to mean that the Manoti 
shonld be applied in the same order in which it ovenrs. 

(3) As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Name, 
we have the Bhaksh@nuvaka, which contains sentences expressive of holding, 
etc.; these sentences begin to be used as auxiliaries to the eating, 
on account of the Name (‘ Bhakshanucaka’) pointing to the fact of their 
bearing a common relationship (to the whole anuvdka); but before they 
come to be thus used, the words of the mantra indicate the applicability 
of its various parts to the actions of holding, looking and proper digesting, 
to which use, therefore, they come to be put. In the same manner, the 
Manu-verses, as well as the Prthupajavali verses, come, by their Indicative 
Power, to be applied as Sdmidhénis, rejecting, thereby, the indications of 
the name ‘ uëiug 

(4) As an instance of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Order, we have the case of the words other than ‘ Partvita’ and ‘ Pari- 
virast’ which are descriptive of the winding—viz. the words yuvi suvdsa 
Ait sa u çrëyän, etc.’—, which, being syntactically connected with the words 
' Purivirusd’? aud ‘ Parivita’ that are used in accordance with their Indica- 
tive Power, come to be used iu the winding of the Suraniya, 
| Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name, we have an 
example in the aforesaid Bhakshinuvika ; f.i., the words ‘ Sayhyasam, ete.’ 
having been used in connection with Wating, ete. it becomes necessary to 
repeat, with each action, those other words of the mantra that are 
syntactically connected with the aforesaid words, (And this on account 
of the indications of the name ‘ Bhakshanuvdka’ being superseded by those 
of Syntactical Connection); similarly, the Name ‘ Adhvaryava’ indicates 
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the fact of all the primary sacrifices of the Jyotishtoma, etc. belonging ty 
the Adhvaryu alone; these sacrifices. being syntactically connected wit), 
the ‘Desire for Heaven,’ they come to belong to all persons desiring any 
result, 

Objection : “ This that you have explained would be an instance of 
‘the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec. 
” tion)” l g 

Reply: The indication in question is not due to any particular word 
(of the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent; it is got 
at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications due to the 
propinuty of two words (which constitutes Syntactical Connection); and 
hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical Connec- 
tion. 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Prayajas, that are mentioned in the Brahmana named the 
‘ Paurodāçika, which (though, by the name, belonging to the Purodaea- 
sucrifice) are applied to the Saandyya Upameu-sucrifice, as shown by the 
Context, 


We have explained the examples of conflict involved in the 
application of a single Accessory to several Primaries, And it now 
becomes necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the 
application of several Accessories to a single Primary. 

(1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse: the sentence 
‘aindryd garhapatyamupatishthaté’ being found (by reason of the Atmune- 
puda-ending in ‘ Uputishthuté’) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality whereof belongs to a mantra (vide Fäng —8 atru 
I—iii—25),—and the Indicative Power (of the word ‘ g@rhapatyam’) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, the Dech 
Declaration (by the Instrumental in ‘aindry@’) lays down the application 
of the Aindrī Verse; and when tho place has been once filled by that verse, 
tbere is no room for any other verse. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the YAjndyajniya Pragathu, 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word ‘ gira,’ while 
what is actually used is the word ‘irda,’ as shown by the Direct Assertion 
(‘airankptvd udgayét’). Yo the same manner, for the Vigvé-Dévas, the 
substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amikshd, while Syntac- 
tical Connection shows it to be the Vayina; and this latter, being 
possessed of.an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
rejected, the Vayina is not admitted as a substance for the Vigvé-dévas. 
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(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion aud 
Context, we have the case of the Darça-Pūrnamāsa performed with a 
desire to obtain fame,—in regard to which the Context pointing to the 
use of fifteen Samidhéni-recitations, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ‘ Pratishthakimasyuikavimgatiranubriydt’) shows the num- 
ber of the recitations to be twenty-one; and hence there is a rejection 
of the number ‘ fifteen’ which pertains to that performance of the Darça- 
Pitynumasa, which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, we have the 
case of the sacrifice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, Order 
points to the Camasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water); while 
Direct Assertion (in the sentence ‘godohénu pacukimasya’) declares that 
vessel to be the milking vessel ; aud here the indications of the former are 
set aside. 

- (5) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we have the case of the Vajapéya, which, from its Name, 
appears as to be performed by the Adhvaryu, while the Direct Assertion 
( Vdjapeyéna svarajyakamah, etc.’) points to it as to be performed by one 
who desires the ‘ Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence there is n rejection of 
the Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same we have in ‘yajamanasya yajya.’ In connection with the Pitryajus, 
the name ‘Hautru’ points to the fact of the yajya@ belonging to the Hoty 
priest; while the fact of its being performed by the Yujamāna is shown 
by the Direct Declaration of tho genitive (in ‘ yajamduasya’), which 
denotes the relationship of the agent. 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra ‘ Syonanté etc.,’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mautra—from the very beginning ~is shown to 
pertain to the action of seating or depositing (the Purodāça); while 
Indicative Power points only to the part ‘tasmin sida’ as the mantra 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, Syntactical Connec- 
tion connects the portion ‘fasmin sida’ with the action of Abhigharana 
(Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative Power points 
to ‘Syonanté......kalpayami’ only as belonging to that action; and the 
former is accordingly set aside. ‘These mantras have been cited, on a 
Previous occasion, as affording an instance of a single accessory belonging 
to several Primaries, while on the present occasion they are cited as one 
of several Accessories belonging to a single Primary. That is to say, on 
the previous occasion we had Syntactical Connection pointing to the fact of 
the mantra ' synonanté ete,” belonging to the Depositing together with the 
Abhigha@rapa, while Indicative Power connected it with the Depositing 
alone; and while the former indicated the mantra ‘tasmin sida’ as 
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belonging to the Abhighdrana, Indicative Power showed it to belong 
to the Depositing, in connection with which it is actually used ;—on th 
present occasion, on the other hand, we have Syntactical Connection 
indicating the fact of the two.mantras pertaining to each of the two 
actions (Depositing and Abhighirana), while Indicative Power connects 
only one mantra with each action. 

The Bhashya has spoken of four examples mixed up in a single ‘expla. 
nation ; and it is necessary to differentiate these. 

As an instance of ‘conflict between Indicative Power and (1) 
Contoxt, (2) Order and (3) Name, we have, (1) the case of the Nirvipa, 
etc., for which the mantra ‘ Dévasya tvā, etc.’ is pointed out by Indicative 
Power, which sets aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated by 
the Context; (2) the Aindragna is performed with a view toa certain 
desirable result, wherein the couple of Yajyanuvikyas proceeding from the 
Sdmidheni, indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Power; and 
(3) in the Somdraudriya, wherein the application of the Manu-Verses 
pointed out by Name as the Yājyānuvākyās is sct aside by those Yajyanu- 
vākyās that contain words indicative of Suma and Rudra. 

As an example of conflict between Syntactical Connection and 
Context, we have the sentence ‘ Pirvédyurumarasydyam védinkarott, ‘The 
Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of making the 
Védi (altar) which is laid down as following after the adhivdsana of 
the sacrificial material ; while the Syntactical Connection with ‘amaré- 
ay’ shows that it should be done on the ‘previous day.’ This is not a 
case of Direct Assertion; as the Locative Ending (in ‘amāvāsyāyām’) does 
not denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory ; though ii 
denotes locution, yet the character of location could not possibly belong to 
the action ; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to have 
been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another (which 
constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more quickly than 
the Context. | 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Order we have 
an example in those Pratipatkalpas of the Jyotishtoma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself; we have the Direct Assertion specifying only cne 
foot of each Mantra, as the one to be employed ; and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same order in connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance is absolutely binding; for instance, in 
connection with the Declaration ‘Vrkha pavasva dhdrayéti rijanydy@ 
pratipadan kuryit,’ the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 
by Order, to be ‘ pavamiinayéndavé abhidévam iyakshatë’; but we have 
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Syntactical Connection indicating, — maruttvaté camatsarak viçvä dadhina 
of tsi’ —A8 the feet to be added (and it is this latter that is necepted as 
the correct form). 

Objection: “The example cited would be a case of conflict of 
Indicative Power, because of the difference in the case-endings.” 

Reply: That does not affect the situation; becnuso all the mantras in 
ynestion are indicative of Soma; and what the difference in the case- 
endings is incompatible with is the Syntactical Connection (and hence it 
is a case of the contradiction of Syntactical Connection, and not of Indica- 
tive Power, as all are equally indicative of the Soma). Consequently 
while the Order in question would be engaged in assuming a mutnal 
requirement and the consequent Syntactical Connection, the Syntactical 
Connection will have established the application, by means of a prior 
assumption of Power, etc. based upon of immediate Proximity and the 
sameness of case-endings, Consequently this latter is possessed of the 
greater authority. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name we havo 
the following example: In the chapter called ‘Hautra’ we have a 
mention of the addressing of the Directions, in the sentence—‘ Tasman 
maiiravarunah préshyat: cinucdhu’; and when we look ont for the person 
who is to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Holr 
priest as the person; whtle the Syntactical Connection of tho sentence 
quoted points to Mattravaruna. Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been pointed out by some one means, there is no need 
of the mention of any other; consequently Maztrdvaruna having been 
pointed out by the more-quickly-operating Syntactical Connection, 
the indication. of the Name is set aside, long before it has had time to 
wach the assumption of a corroborative Context. 

Nor can this be said to be a case of conflict of Direct Assertion ; 
hecause the Verb does not denote the Nominative Agent; specially as 
there is uo operative (kdrakg) ending with the word “ Maitravarunah " 
(the Nominative not being a kāraka ending). 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we have the 
use of the word ‘ gira’ and ‘ira’ in regard to the Hymn. In the Agnish- 
foma Sama, the word to be used is indicated by Order to be ‘ gira’; while 
Context points it out to be ‘ira’; and certainly this latter is stronger 
m its authority. On the former occasion we had cited the case of the 
words with regard to the Sama (while the present is with reference to the 
Stotra), consequently the two cannot be said to be mixed up. 

As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
Case of the sentence ‘tasman maitrdvarunah préshyati canucdhéti’ as with 
reference to the Jyotishtoma, The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
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upon the Hotr priest, as indicated by the Name (‘Hautra,’ of the section in 
which the sentence occurs); while the Context distinctly points tn 
Maitravaruna as one who does it. This same example had been cited above’ 
but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the Direction, 
itself. 

Lastly, as an example of ‘conflict between Order and Name, we 
have the case of the couple of Aindragna mantras occurring in the 
chapter of Kamyaydjyas; the Name of these mantras points to the fact of 
their being used as alternatives iu both the offerings (to Indra and Agni); 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first couple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends its support to both alternatives ; 
consequently, the case is one of conflict between Name and Order. . 


We have considered the cases of the collision or conflict of Direct 
Assertion and the rest, when the Accessory, as also the Primary, is 
one only. And we have now to show that just as these six differ in 
authority from each other, so does each of them from another of its own 
kind,—the ground of difference being the same as that in the former case. 

(1) On the point of the application of an accessory, we have the 
conflict of two Direct Declarations—one of them being more specific in 
its bearing than the other; eg. we have the general statement — Purodi- 
cancaturdha kurott’—according to which the Quartering comes to apply to 
the Agnishomiya, etc., also; but when we meet with the specific Declara- 
tion ‘ Agnéyancaturdha karoti,’ we come to the conclusion that the 
Quartering applies to only that Purodāçu which is dedicated to Agni, 
Similarly with the conflict of two Declarations in regard to two 
Primaries, we have the Declaration ‘yadahavaniyé juhati, wherein the 
Locative ending in ‘ Ahavanitye’ shows that the Avabhrtha offerings also 
are to be poured into tho Ahavaniya fire; but this is set aside by 
the specification contained in the Declaration ‘apsvavabhrthéna’ (the 
Avabhriha offering is to be made in water). ‘The comparative strength or 
weakness in these cases is based upon the doubtful character or otherwise 
of the declarations made. P 

Similarly we can cite instances of DE GE between two mat 
Assertions, in regard to preceder ce, to subsidiaries and accessories, etc., 
etc, For instance, the word pagund’ (in ‘nagund yajéta’) directly 

asserts the fact of the Singularity being an Accessory of the animal ; 
while the stronger agency of the common case- ending declares it to 
belong to the Action. The word having declared the objective of tho 
Bhāvanā to be the denotation of the Verbal Root, the stronger agency of 
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the Injunctive affix makes out the end desired by man to be the required 
objective. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between two Indicative Powers, 
we, have the case of the mantra ‘syonanté sadanam krnomi.’ In this 
we have two Indicative Powers—one in the shape of the capability of 
the two portions of the mantra to be syntactically connected with each 
other, and another in the shape of expressing its meaning. Of these two, 
it is this latter that is more approximate than the former, to its corrobora- 
tive Direct Declaration ; specially as the former is much weaker even 
than Syntactical Connection, as has been explained in the Bhdshya. 

(3) As yan example o£ conflict between two Syntactical Connec- 
tions, we have the sentence ‘Pancadaga Sdmidhéniranubriyat,’ ‘ saptadaca 
Yuicyasya’; in both of these the Syntactical Connection having been 
established through co-ordination, when we come to consider the actual 
application of the Samidhénds, it is the number seventeen that comes to 
he accepted as the more authoritative of the two, being more definitely 
specified of the two (in the case of the sacrificer being a Vaiçya). 

Of conflict between two Contexts, we have an example in ‘abhikradmun 
"botz: the one vast Context shows this abhikr@manu to belong to the 
Darga-Pirnamdsa; while the sub-context connects it with the Praydjas ; 
and this latter is the more authoritative of the two, because of its being 
more nearly related to the subject in question; specially as long before 
the subject is affected by the vast Context, the sub-context establishes 
the necessary relationship in the shape of Syntactical Connection. 

As an example of conflict between two Orders or Positfons, we 
have the caso of the two couples of mantras, the Aindra and the Agnéyu, 
which are found in the section on the Kémya-yfjyas; the order of prece- 
dence of Proximity points to the fact of both of these couples being used, 
without restrictions, with any of the two sacrifices; but the Order of 
mention, consisting of proximity in the shape of the commonality of the 
place, restricts their application to definite sacrifices. 

A conflict between two Names, we find in cases where one of them is 
more generic in its indications than the other; and the rejection of the one. 
br the other we shall treat of under the Satra I11—vii—4l. 

The examples of the conflict of these in the matter of Accessories and 
Primaries should be carefully distinguished and explained. 

We have explained the above conflicts in cases where we had 
the Direct Assertion directly perceptible, The same would be the case 
when those conflicting with others of the same or of different kinds, would 
be such as are cognized by means of Inference, etc. The comparative 
strength of these, when the perceptible is pitted against the inferred, and 
when the inferred is pitted against the in ferred,—whether they belong to 
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the same or different kinds,—would be found ont in the same manner as 
has been shown above. As for instance, the Direct Assertion pertaining 
to the modificatory sacrifices, through Implication, are rejected by those 
applying to them, perceptibly or directly. 

In these cases however, the order of strength is sometimes the other 

way,—f.i. the inferred Direct Assertion is set aside by the directly percep. 
tible Indicative Power; as in the case of the krshnala (rice made of gold) 
the threshing (pointed out by the Direct Assertion ‘ Vrihinavahanti, which 
has a real existence, but is applied to the krshnala only by implication) 
is set aside by the Capability of the golden Rice (of not being threshed), 
By ‘ Linga’ or Power, in this connection, is meant the Power pertaining to 
all things, and not only that which belongs to the Mantras; as we shall 
tind the declaration in the Bhashya further on that—‘ ka punarasya lingasya 
praptiranyathisambhavak ’—which means that the character of Linga 
belongs even to such agencies as the fact of being found to serve the purposes 
of something else, and also that of having no other way of being utilized, and 
so forth. 

In a case where the Direct Assertion is purely an inferential one 
(and has no real existence), while the contrary Indicative Power is 
directly perceptible,—as in the case of the Sot in contradistinction to 
the Vedic Indicative Power,-—inasmuch as it is quite possible for the Smrti 
to be based upon something (f.i. misconceptions, etc.) other than Direct 
Vedic Assertion, while Vedic Indicative Power can fave no other basis 
than such a corroborative Vedic Declaration, it is the latter that should 
be accepted as the more authoritative of the two. 

In all cases however, if the rejection of even the less authoritative 
makes some assertion or other (in the Veda) meaningless, then the 
rejection is to be accepted the other way; as has been declared, contrary 
to what is pointed out by Direct Assertion, that in the case of the sentence 
‘Vrhin prokshati, the Prokshana is meant to be the means of bringing 
about a transcendental result (Apūrva). 

Similarly too, when the weaker means of knowledge has a very 
strong support, then too the effect of rejection is reversed, as has been 

explained under the Sutras I—iiti—5 et seg. That is to say, of all means 
of knowledge, the contradiction lies in their objects, and not in their forms. 
Consequently, in a case where the means of knowledge is contrary to the 
object as it really exists, and its properties,—even though the compar:- 
tive strength of the Means be the other way, yet in consideration of the 
nature of the object of knowledge, even that means, which, by itself, is 
weaker in its authority, would set aside the naturally stronger one; as 
-has been declared on a former occasion—! acamanddayak padarthak, padar- 
thandnca gunah kramah. " To the same effect we have the following say- 
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ing: ‘Even though the people of the town are very strong in their 
combiuation, yet they are successfully repressed by a handful of men, 
who have the support of the king’s authority.’ 

Thus far we have explained the sūtra, as also the Bhashya, up to the 
place where it. establishes the existence of the conflicts under considera- 


tion. 
e 


We now proceed with the explanation of the remaining portion of the 
Bhashya. 

PURVAPAKSHA (B). 

“ Tulyabalé &té karané, idamapi karanam idamapi, çrutirapi lingamapi, 
“etc. 

“ This assertion of the equality of strength is based upon the convic- 
“tion that every portion of the Veda is equally self-sufficient in its 
Ge authority ; specially as both (Direct Assertion and Indicative Power) 

‘are found to have equal authority in cases where each appears by itself. 
‘That is to say, whenever we come across a mantra, we at once obtain an 
‘idea, even without assumption of any Direct Assertion, of the nse to 
“which it should be put; and hence the Indicative Power of the mantra 
“should be regarded to be as authoritative as any Direct Assertion. 

“ Says the Bhashya—Na hi vignanasya vijnānasya vigésha upalabhyate. 
“That is to say, at the time that the mantra (‘kadā ca, ete.) is mentioned 
“in the Veda, it is‘at once recognized as pertaining to Indra; while, on 
“the utterance of the Direct Assertion (‘ Aindryā girhapatyam upatish- 
“ thaté’) it is cognized as pertaining to the Gdarhapatya; and we do not 
perceive any difference in the authoritative character of these two, when 
“they have once been accomplished. As a matter of fact, even Direct 
“ Assertion cannot point out the use to which a mantra is to be put, until 
“the form of the mantra has been fully recognized; consequently it is 
“always necessary to ascertain, beforehand, the form of the mantra; and 
"at the time that the mantra in question is ascertained, there at once arises 
“ the idea that it is to be employed in the hymning* of Indra; and this 
“idea can never be set aside. 

Objection: ‘nanu lingasya bhaùgurasyaiva rūpam savicikitsah.’ That 
“is to say, while we perceive the Direct Assertion (aindry4, etc.) there is no 
“ possibility of the inference of another (in corroboration of Indicative 
“ Power), and this is what constitutes the transient character of Indica- 
“ tive Power; and what is meant by its being savicikitsa is the fact of 

“its being delayed i in its operations. For these two reasons (of transience 

“and delay in operations), no self-sufficient authority can belong to Indica- 
“tive Power.’ 

` The reply to this objection is based upon the fact of the bringing 
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“about of conviction being equally present (in the case of Indicative 
“ Power), as also upon the notion that by ‘suvictkitsa’ the objector means 
“the presence of Doubt, mistake or uncertainty. “The reply is—It is not 
“as you say; as a matter of fact, we do not compare Direct Assertion with 
that Indicative Power which is doubtful in tts effects. That is to say, if it 
“is doubtful whether the mantra in question is Aindri or not, the Power 
“ indicating this fact is no authority, even without the contradiction of a 
“ Direct Declaration; and hence our enquiry of comparative strength and 
“ weakness does not concern such doubtful Indicative Powers. That Indi- 
‘‘ cative Power, however, which brings about a certain conviction, that the 
‘mantra belongs to such and such a Deity, is equal to Direct Declaration 
“in its authority,—and as such must be taken as laying down an optional 
“ alternative, 

“ Objection: ‘nanu naiva kadacit, etc.’ Thatis to say, as shown before, 
“the Indicative Power is never without delay in its operations. 

“ The reply, based upon the idea that the objector has admitted the 
“ fact of Indicative Power being savicikitsa (taking this in the sense of 
“ doubtful), is that in that case (if it were never free from doubt) there 
“ could be no such authoritative means of knowledge as Indicative Power. 

“The Siddhanti retorts: ‘If the mere fact of being delayed in its 
‘‘ operations were to so much disturb the nature of Indicative Power as to 

Wees it relinquish all authority, then, Jet it be devoid of all uuthority, 
‘as there certainly is a doubt in connection with objects pointed out ly 

“ Indicative Power,’ 

“ Now, how is it that you have given up the declaring of Indicative 
“ Power being delayed in its ‘operations, and yet come to speak of it as 
“ doubtful? How, too, is it that at the same time, you speak of the object 
“ being cognized by Indicative Power, as an established fact? ` 

‘“*This does not affect our position,’ says the S iddhants ; ; as the 
“ declaration of the fact of the object being cognized by Indicative Power is 
‘with reference to the case wherein there is no contradiction (of the 
“ more authoritative*means of knowledge) ; whereas the declaration of its 
“ doubtful character refers to that case wherein there is such a contradic- 
“tion. That is to say, the Power of indicating the use of a mantra that "a 
“perceived in a case of non-contradiction, does not remain intact in all 
“cases; andin many cases, it remains doubtful. In one place, the use thus 
“© pointed out is accepted, in the absence of contradiction ; and the ques- 
“ tion is whether it continues the same, in a case of contradiction, or it 1 
“set aside by some cause? Or is tt that Indicative Power is wholly 
“ devoid of abl authority? The doubt remains only so long as we do not 
“come across a Direct Declaration; as soon as we have got one, there 
“ remains no cause for the assumption of any other Direct Declaration 
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« (in corroboration of the Indicative Power), and so the Indicative Power 
«(to the contrary) loses all its significance. In Indicative Power, all that 
ce perceptible is mere capability; but this is not enough to point out 
u the use of the mantra ; and that which is not clearly expressed can have 
“ no authority in the matter of Actions,—e.g. even though they have the 
“ power, yet the Brahmana and the Kshattriya do not perform the Vaicya- 
“stoma sacrifice. For these reasons, you must admit that Indicative 
u Power is not a means of pointing out the use of mantras.’ 

“The reply given to the above is in neglect of the fact of the declara- 
“tion of the Stddhanti with regard to the non-authoritative character of 
“ Indicative Powér being in reference to the case of contradiction,—and 
“in fear of the declaration being one of its universal absolute non-anthori- 
“tative character; and hence it is shown in what way the authoritative 
“character of Indicative Power can be established ; when a certain fact is 
“ hentioned in prozimity to a certain thing in the context, the former is 
“ believed to be instrumental in the accomplishment of the latter; and then 
“there arises the question as to how it helps in its fulfilment; and the 
“answer to thes question is settled by the capability of that thing. This is 
“what has been explained under the Sitras II—i—31 and I—ii—40, 

“ Or, the sense of the aforesaid declaration of the Siddhanti may be 
“this: ‘In the case of contradiction, the non-authoritativeness of Indica- 
“tive Power would be easily established ;—consequently at the outset we 
“have shown the flon-authoritative character of Indicative Power, in- 
“dependently by itself. This being done, we shall make our opponent 
“himself establish the fact of its authoritative character being based 
“upon the inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion. And this done, 
“he would be easily vanquished by us.’ 

“ And in reply to this it has been declared that there is distince 
“ authoritativeness, and hence the two are equal in authority ;—and no 
“attention has been paid to the declaration of the condition of the 
“ presence of contradiction. l 

“Even granting, for the sake of argument, that there is difference in 
“the authoritativeness of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, there 
“ can be no setting aside of the one by the other, simply because there is no 
“contradiction between the two. For instance, the help accorded by the 
"` Prayājas being, both by Direct Declaration and Indirect Implication, 
“ pointed out as helping both the Primary sacrifice and its modifications, 
“—there is no contradiction—specially as it is only desirable that, even 
“when that which is mentioned once is performed over and over again, 
“there should be a repetition of the subsidiaries, in accordance with the 
“ Primary. | | 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the word Indra can apply to the 
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“ Garhapatya only indirectly, and ‘the literal signification of the word 
“ Indra applies directly to Indra, there is a contradiction of the signi- 
“ fication of the word as a whole (if the word Indra is taken as signifying 
“the Garhapatya Brei. i 

“ Reply: Not op: because the seeming contradiction can be very 
“« easily explained away, with reference to different uses (of the mantru 
“in question). It is only if the mantra were pointed out as to be used in 
“two different ways, at one and the same time,—that there would 
“have been a contradiction, because of the impossibility and possibility 
“of usage being in that case simultaneous, When, however, the uses are 
“ different, at the time that the word ‘ Indra’ would be taken as denoting 
“the Gérhapatya fire, its denotation could be taken as based either 
“upon the property (of fire) of being an auxiliary of the sacrifice, 
“or upon the presence (in the fire) of the glory, which is denoted by the 
“ root ‘inda’ (in the word ‘ Indra’); while at the time of the same word 
“being taken as denoting the deity Indra, it would be used in its own 
“direct signification. And certainly, there can be no contradiction in- 
“ volved in this. | 

“For these reasons, it must be admitted that there can be no 
“ rejection (of Indicative Power by Direct Assertion),” 


SIDDHANTA (B) + 


Direct Declaration is stronger than Indicative Power; because 
that the mantra ( Aindri) belongs to the Garhaputya is mentioned directly 
by the word (in ‘ Aindry& gdrhaputyamupatishthaté’) ; whereas the fact of 
its belonging to Indra is only inferred from the Power (of the word 
‘Indra’ in the mantra), and is not mentioned directly by any words. 

That is to say, the fact of the mantra belonging to Indra, that has 
been held to be inferred from Power or from Context, is untouched by 
any direct functioning of the word ; and as such it can have no authority 
bearing upon such cases (as the performance of sacrifices and other 
matters of a transcendental character; vide Satra I—iii—1). 

The opponent thinks that the Siddhānti has declared the universal or 
absolute non-authoritativeness of Indicative Power, and thence its rejection 
is due, not to contradiction, but to its inherent non-authoritativencss; and 
with this in view he argues as follows: “ If what you say is correct, then even 
“in a case where there is no contradictory Direct Declarution, there can be no 
 cognetion of anything obtained from Indicative Power, and hence this latter 
“ would have no authority even in such cases of non-contradiction. " 
| In reply to this, the Siddhänti proceeds to establish the authoritative- 

ness of Indicative Power in the way that it has been done by the oppon- 
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ent himself, in course of the above Pirvapaksha. That is to say, this much 
is clear from the Context, that the mantra should help in the sacrifice in 
the way in which it is capable of doing so; and as a matter of fact, apart 
from the denotation of its meaning, there is no other way in which it 
could be able to help; and hence the said capability comes to point to 
the usé to which the mantra is to be put. 

The opponent thinks that the Siddhanti has admitted his own stand- 
point, and as such he could not escape from its necessary consequence, in 
the shape of an admission of the Piérvapaksha view; encouraged by this 
prospect, he retorts: “ If the Capability is based upon Direct Declaration, 
“then, in that case, it could not be rejected by another Declaration. That is 
“to say, it must be admitted that if what is pointed out by Indicative 
“ Power is not supported by the authority of the words (of the Veda) 
“then if can have no authority; but if it has the authority of the words, 
“then it is equal in authority to any Direct Declaration.” 

Both of these contingencies are met by the Siddhanti, by the words: 
näpi etc. That is to say, the Direct Declaration inferred by the Indica- 
tive Power can have an existence only in case the Indicative Power is not 
contradicted by Direct Declaration already in existence ; and it can never 
appear when there is such a contradiction ; consequently in a case where 
the use of a mantra is not laid down by a Direct Declaration,—all that 
may be assumed or inferred for the pointing out of its use is sealed with 
the authority of the apparent Inconsistency of something mentioned in the 
Veda, and as such, is as Vedic as anything else. On the other hand, in a 
case where the use of a mantra is distinctly laid down by a Direct 
Neclaration,--.0.g. in the case in question where the Aindri mantra is 
clearly laid down as to be used in the hymning of the Gérhapatya,—the 
purpose of the mention of the mantra, as well as its result in the shape of 
the help accorded to the performance of the Action, having been already 
duly cognized, the Veda cannot bear the assumption of anything else-—in 
the shape of the assertion that the Mantra should be used, in the hymning 
of Indra. It is for this reason that Indicative Power is weaker than 
Direct Declaration. 

Then again, it has already been shown above that all option is 
unwarrantable; specially as the optional existence and non-existence of 
the same thing in the same place is scarcely tenable. Thus then, in the 
case in question, the Direct Declaration independently lays down the fact 
of the mantra being employed in the hymning of the Garhapatya; while 
the Indicative Power, by itself, lays down that of its being used in the 
hymning of Indra, And the acceptance of any one of these would mean 
the neglecting of that which is laid down by the other; and in view of 
the latter Injunction this acceptauce would mean the doing of something 
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not enjoined; specially as the neglect of the latter too is nowhere Jaid 
down; and all this would involve the rejection of the enjoined and the 
assumption of the non-enjoined; and both of these would be equally 
undesirable. Then again, there would be the rejection of a fact that is well 
known. ‘That is to say, it is a well-known fact that that which is enjoined 
should be carried into action, and that which is not enjoined should not 
be so carried; and the above procedure would be directly contradictory 
to both of these. For these reasons, we cannot admit of an option. 

With a view to set aside the seeming contradiction, it has been 
suggested that both should be followed conjointly. But in reply to this 
we declare that there actually Ze a contradiction; because Direct Declara- 
tion, in the case in question, has fulfilled all the requirements of the 
Mantra and the Context; and as for the Indicative Power, its object is 
distinctly deficient in certain elements ; and it is certainly contradicted 
(by the aforesaid Direct Declaration, which does not leave any deficiency 
in the object in question). 

That is to say, in the case in question, there is a single Mantra and a 
single Contest; and that which 4s mentioned once can be of one form only. 
And at the time that its use is pointed out-by Direct Declaration, only two 
contingencies are possible—that the mantra and the subject-matter of the 
Context should have all their needs fully supplied, or not, If then, their 
needs are not supplied, then the use pointed out remains unaccomplished ; 
because it is not proper that that which is actually brought into use 
should have any needs unsupplied. If, on the other hand, they have their 
needs supplied, then there can be no chance for the use pointed out by 
Indicative Power; and such use depends upon the presence of certain 
otherwise unfulfilled requirements. Lastly, if we were to admit both 
simultaneously, then that would involve a self-contradiction, in that there 
would be, and at the same time not be, certain requirements unfulfilled. 

If, even in the face of all this, both Means were equally authoritative, 
then, inasmuch as there would be no difference in them, it could not be 
ascertained which one of them is foremost in supplying the requirements 
in question ; and consequently these requirements being fulfilled by both 
simultaneously, the manira would come to be taken as serving both’ 
‘purposes. As a matter of fact, however, there is a vast difference 
in the character of the two Means of knowledge in question,—i0 
that Direct Declaration is very much quicker in its operation. Conse- 
quently when once the mantra has had its use pointed. ont by Direct 
Declaration, there is no room for the functioning of Indicative Power. 
And thus the- a ac authority of Direct Declaration becomes estab- 
lished. 

Though the sūtra has spoken of the / eben of the following, yet 
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the Bhashya speaks of the “ strength of the preceding,” which is implied 
in what the sūtra has said; and by this the Bhashya has shown that much 
significance cannot be attached to the actual words of the sūtra. 

Of the conflict between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power 
we have yet another example in the following: In connection with the 
Jyotisitoma, we have certain ‘ Directions,’ mentioned in the Hautra section; 
and these are enjoined as belonging to (to be addressed by) the Maitra- 
yaruna, by Syntactical Connection, in the sentence ‘Tasman maitra- 
varu nah préshyult cinucahéti.’ But among these ‘Directions’ we meet 
with one, in the form ‘ Pragdstaryaja’; and the Indicative Power of this 
sentence distinctly points to the fact of Maitravaruna being the priest to 
whom this ‘ Direction’ is addressed. Now then, if Syntactical Connection 
had the greater authority, then, in the case of the latter ‘ Direction’ also, 
Maitravaruna would be the priest who would address it; and as the 
addressing of a Direction to one’s own self would be impossible, the ‘sacri- 
ficing’ (spoken of in ‘ Pragastaryaja') would have to be done by the Hoty 
priest. Whereas if Indicative Power were possessed of the superior 
authority, then, the ‘Direction’ in question would have to be used in 
directing the Maitravaruna priest; and as he could not be directed by 
himself, it would have to be done by another person; and this Director is 
known in the manner shown under the Sūtra ‘Tésh@m yato vigeshah 
sjt’: By the cammon Name (of ‘Hautra’) it is, in the first 
instance, indicated that the mantra in question belonged to the Hotr 
priest; but this is set aside by Syntactical Connection; and when this 
Syntactical Connection is, in its turn, set aside by the said Indicative 
Power, then it is the aforesaid Name itself that reverts to its work and 
points to the Hotr priest as the person who should address the Direction 
in question; and as for the Maitra@varuna priest, he is recognized as the 
person carrying out the Direction addressed. 

Though the sentence ‘Tusmin maitravarunah, etc.’ occurs in the 
Brihmana (and as such is capable of the authority of Direct Declaration); 
yet, inasmuch as it merely consists of a conglomeration of words, it has 
not the character of Direct Declaration; and as such, it is set aside by 
the Indicative Power, which has its corroborative Direct Declaration in 
close proximity to it. If the Maitravaruga priest were to address the 
Direction, then, in that case, the word ‘Pragastak’ (in ‘ Pragastaryaja’) 
would be wholly meaningless with regard to the Hotr priest, 

Objection: “ In case the Maitravaruna priest were the person direc- 
“ted, the words ‘ Hota yakshat etc.’ would become devoid of any méaning. 
“Nor can it be held that these words-would have their secondary signifi- 
“cations, Because such could be the case with the word ‘ Pracdstak’ also. 
“ Aud further, in fact, it would be far more reasonable to take this latter 
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K word in ita secondary signification, on account of the fact of its being 
“the last to come, and as such most susceptible of the effects of contradic. 
“tion, (by the word ‘hotr’ that has gone before it). This could not be 
“said of the word ‘Hoir, which is the first to bo uttered, and as such, 
“ not susceptible to the contradiction (of the word ‘ pragastak’ which has 
“not yet appeared on the scene). Consequently the instance that you 
‘have cited is one of conflict between two Indicative Powers, and not 
“between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power.” 

To the above we make the following reply: Jt is necessary to take 
one of the two words in question in its secondary signification ; because of 
the one being contradictory to the other. But the application of the word . 
'Pragdstah’ to the Hotr priest would be absolutely without foundation ; 
while that. of the word ‘ Hoty’ to the Muctravuruna priest would be based 
upon the fact of this latter pricst performing the duties of the Hotr 
priest; specially as all words expressive of the principal priest (the 
‘Hotr’ f.i.) are often found to be applied to his subordinates (the 
Mattravaruna f.i.); while the reverse is never found to be the case. 
Consequently on account of the words of the mantra (‘ Pragastaryaju’) 
having the Power of indicating the Maitrāävaruna priest, it would be 
addressed in directing him. Nor does the sentence (‘Tasman maitrā- 
varunah, etc.’) become wholly meaningless; as it would have its use in 
regard to the other ‘ Directions’ ; and hence this sentence would certainly be 
rejected in reference to the one ‘ Direction’ in question (* Prugasturyaja’). 

Against the example ‘ Syouanté sadanam krnomi’ the following objec- 
tion is urged: “ Inasmuch as the two sentences (‘syouanté......kalpaydmi’ 
“and *tasmin sida’) have been shown, before, to be distinct, the two 
“together could not be pointed out by Syntactical Connection as to be 
“used conjointly. That is to say, even though the two conjointly fulfil 
“one condition of being syntactically connected (i.e. forming a single 
‘‘sentence)- namely, that when separated, cach of them remains wanting 
‘in an integral factor, —yet, on account of each of them serving a distinct 
“ purpose (and thus not fulfilling the first condition of Syntactical 
“ Connection—viz: arthatkatva, singleness of purpose), they are two 
“ distinct sentences, as has been shown before; consequently, there can be 
“ no question as to the two conjointly, as a whole, being used in connection 
“either with the abhighārana of sadana, or with the Depositing of the 
Cake, either singly or coujointly.” 

To the above, some people make the following reply: The discussion 
is not, with regard to the complete sentence as one Ge whole, but 
with regard to each of its parts. 
| Or, it may be said in reply that two sentences are generally taken as 
forming a single sentence, only when each of them is found to be wanting 
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in some integral factor. And it has been already shown, on account of 
the well-established fact of Indicative Power being stronger (than Syntac- 
tical Connection), that the two sentences in question are wholly distinct. 

That is to say, it was the fact of the sentence ‘tasmen sida’ 
being wanting in an integral factor, that was made the basis of the 
declaration of the two as forming a single sentence; and certainly this is 
the principal basis (of connecting two sentences syntactically); as on 
that ground, we can assume, whenever we like, the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified ; and thereby assuming the two to have a 
single purpose, they can be taken as syntactically connected. For 
instance, in the case in question, taking the former part with the latter, 
we have them conjointly denoting—‘The comfortable seat that I am 
preparing for thee by means of the fluwing of butter,—on the seat pre- 
pared by this process thou shouldst sit down,’—thus the two together 
having the single purpose of depositing the cake by a certain process; op 
they may mcan—‘ I am performing the preparation of the seat by means 
of the butter-flow, for the purpose of your sitting ’—the two together, 
in this case, having the single purpose of indicating the preparing of the 
seat with a particular result; in this way, the two together could be taken 
as syntactically connected, and forming a single sentence. 

The aforesaid declaration,-—that, on account of the difference in 
their purpose, they are distinct sentences,—was based upon the fact of 
the Indicative Power (of the two sentences) being more authoritative 
(than Syntactical Connection),—a fact that has been established on the 
present occasion. In case Indicative Power is the stronyer of the two, we 
reject the possibility of the two forming a single sentence on the chance 
of the one qualifiying the other; and we accept each of them to be self- 
sufficient, as shown by Indicative Power; and thus giving up all idea of 
the one serving as tho qualification of the other, wo find that each of 
them has a distinct purpose of its own; and as such they cannot be 
taken as distinct sentences. Thus then, the present discussion refers to 
the fact of the two sentences being endowed with syntactical character, 
through their applications, and also to the strength or weakness of 
Indicative Power (as compared to Syntactical Connection). Then again, 
the sentence having attained to its position, through our cognition of it 
as such,—there follows the consideration of the presence or absence of 
cognitions to the contrary. 

On the question thus stated, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (C). 


“ Both (Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are equally 
“anthoritative. In that case, the action would be performed in such a 
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“ way that at one time the two mantras would be used separately, while 
“at times the two would be used conjointly in connection with any one 


“of the two actions, and lastly, at times, with both of them. 

“ Question: ‘How could the sense of the scripture be so very un. 
certain ? ’ + 

“ Answer: When such an uncertainty happens to be distinctly point- 
“ed out by a correct means of knowledge, what harm does it do us to 
“admit such an uncertainty? And there can be no doubt that the 
“ existence of such uncertainty is quite admissible in view of the equally 
“ authoritative character of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 

“ When however, like Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection is 
“ cognized as setting aside Indicative Power, on the ground of its being a 
‘distinct means of knowledge,—then in that case, the two sentences are 
“ always used conjointly.” 


SIDDHANTA (C). 


As a matter of fact, we find that the mantra beginning from ‘ syonam' 
and ending with ‘kalpayamz,’ is, hy its inherent capability, quite capable 
of being used, with all its requirements fulfilled, with reference to its own 
independent purpose; and the appearance of its being deficient in some 
points is due to the other sentence (‘tasmin sida’); (and not to anything 
in the sentence itself). 

The whole manira, from the very beginning, is on the look-out for 
some use to which it should be put. And as a matter of fact, we find that 
the mantra ending with ‘kalpaya@mi’ does not stand in need of anything 
outside itself; consequently we conclude that that mantra ends then and 
there; and finding its purpose duly served by that, we conclude that it is 
to be used in connection with the Pouring of Butter over the bedding; and 
hence it can, in no way, be extended so far as the action of the Depositing 
of the Oake. Nor do we find any inconsistency or uselessness in the latter 
mantra (‘tusmin sida’), without the companionship of the former (mantra 
ending with ‘kulpuyami’),—to avoid which inconsistency, the two should 
have been taken together, because that mantra also has its use in 
connection with the Depositing of the Qake. Though the word ‘tat? (in 
‘tasmin ’) stands in need of a certain antecedent, yet it could be taken as 
referring to the previously-established meaning of the preceding sentence; 
and there would be no incongruity in snch a distinct use of the 
pronoun ‘tat,’ For instance, we have the sentence ‘tupt® payast 
dadhyAnayati,’ which ends with the laying down of the préparation of the 
substance, and then, we have the sentence ‘sā vaigvadévydmiksha,’ which 
is taken distinctly by itself, as laying down, independently by itself, the 
relationship of that substance with the deity (Vievédéva). 

Thus then, we find that the separate use of the two mantras bas 
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‘tg corroborative Direct Declaration not very far from it; and conse- 
quently there can be no overlapping of the operations of the one by those 
of the other, 

Says the Bhdshya—Thus then we find that the mantru ‘tasmin sida’ 
has no capability of being connected with the preparing of the Bedding. 
Though this has been already said before, yet it is repeated over and 
over again, with a view to strengthen the conviction. And we can 
explain the repetition as serving the purpose of recapitulating the proper- 
ties of the sentence in question, after the imposition of other foreign 
properties has been set aside. The first time that the declaration in 
question was made was with reference to tho existence and non-existence 
of authoritative means of cognition; the second time it was with refer- 
ence to its cap: ability and incapability ; and the last time it is with reference 
to, its serving and not serving visible purposes. 

For these reasons, then, it must be admitted that Indicative Power is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. 


Question: “In the phrase ‘conflict between Syntactical Connection 
“and Context,’ what do you mean by ‘ Context’? So far you have made 
“use of the term ‘Context’ as a well-known entity; though what it 
“is has not yet been explained. Consequently it is necessary for you to 
“explain what it js; specially as it is only when its form and character 
“are known that we could learn whether it is strong or weak in its 
“ anthority. 

“In reality, however, there seems to be no difference between Context 
“and Syntactical Connection or Order, Firstly, it is only the proximity 
“of certain words that stand in neod of one another, that is called 
"' Syntactical Connection ’; and this same proximity is found in Context 
“also, Nor is there any authorized limit to the number of words in a Syu- 
“ tactical Connection ; ag all that constitutes Syutactical Connection is the 
“fact of the words, when separated from one another, being wanting in 
“certain elements, coupled with the fact of their combining towards the- 
“fulfilment of a single purpose. Consequently that which contains a few 
“words so constituted is Syntactical Connection; while that which 
“contains a large number of words thus related is Context,—all the. 
“smaller sentences in the Context being pervaded over by intermediate 
“ purposes, and thereby capable of forming a large combination with the 
“chief purpose of the main Context. This is what will be spoken of later 

“on, in the Bhashya, in the sentence—‘ vakyam hi ekam Darca- Parnamdasa- 
“ bhyam sahadharmanim.’ Secondly, Order is said to consist of proximity ; 
“and this proximity is a necessary factor in Context also; consequently 
“Context is the same as Order.” 
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The Bhashya replies to the above by showing—(I) the true form ; (11) 
the signification of the component parts (of the word ‘ Context’); and 
(III) the synonyms (of the word). 

(I) To explain the real form of Contexzt—Oontezt is the (a) declaration 
of (b) what is to be accomplished, this latter standing in need of (ei 
the Process (of accomplishment). (Kartavyasyétikar tavyatakfinkshasya 
vacanam prakaranam). 

(b) By ‘kurtarya’ (what is to be accomplished) is meant either the 
resultant Apirva, or the Bhava (or Bhavana) which is signified by the 
‘affix, ns having the character of that which is to be enjoined and to bo 
performed. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the desirable results, Heaven and the like, 
“are included in the Resultant factor, it must be these results that are 
“called ‘ Kartavya.’” 

Reply: Not so; because, inasmuch as such results appear at a 
different time altogether, they do not form an integral part of the 
Performance; and hence it is the Apurva that leads to the subsequent 
accomplishment of those results, that should be regarded as the ‘ Kartavyu.’ 
Consequently the results could be accomplished only after the Apiirva 
had been brought about; this fact of the Apérva being the motive of the 
action will be explained later on, under the sūtra, ‘ yajnakarma pradhinam 
tuddhi codandbhittam ’ (IX—i—1) ; while the possibility of the Result and 
the Deity being the motive will be brought forward in the stra ‘ Phala- 
dévatuyogca’’ (IX—i—4-5), simply to be immediately refuted. 

(e) By ‘dkatksha’ ia meant the longing or need for the means of 
help—as to how the result is to be brought about. [The word ‘ @kaaksha’ 
=A + kitnksh + ghat|. Or the word ‘itikartavyatakanksha’ may be 
explained as that which needs the Procedure, i.e. the Bhāvānā or the 
Apūrva; and the ‘vacana’ is of such a Bhavana or Apiirva—the two words 
with the genitive ending being taken as co-extensive. 

(a) By ‘ vacuna’—Declaration—is meant the bringing about of a 
conviction by means of words. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole definition comes to be this: Even 
though the Need may be existent, in the nature of things, yet thas alone 
does not constitute the “ Context”; but it is only when it is duly cognized 
that it comes to be so called ; ind, that too only when it is cognized as 
subservient to that which is to be accomplished, and not independently by 
itself. Therefore it is the Need, when clearly expressed, that constitutes 
-t Context’; or the Bhévand along with the Need may be taken as | consti- 
 tuting it. 

(II) What has just been said is again reiterated by the Bhashya, 
by explaining the significations of the component parts of the word 
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(‘ Prakarana ’). The word ‘pra’ means icing and ‘karana’ means 
action; hence ‘ Prakarana’ means Prakriya, the beginning of action, The 
Bhashya next explains the particular action the beginning of which is 
meant: Of the action of Decluration—i.e, of the action of direct denotation. 
That is to say, it is the beginning of the action of expressing the Bhavana — 
which:means the beginning of the operation of the sentence laying down 
the performance of the action. The factors of the Result and the 
Instrumental are always expressed by two words; while the denotation of 
the Procedure can be done only by means of several sentences. Conse- 
quently, by looking into all things, we conclude that it is the Procedure 
that constitutes the ‘Context’—by which is meant the beginning of the 
actions of Denotation and Injunction. 

Though the word ‘karana’ is expressive of mere action, yet, when 
used in connection with a scripture, it is used to denote the action of 
denotation. 

(III) The Bhāshya next speaks of the synonyms of ‘Context’: It 
isthe ‘Beginning of the Injunction’ (‘Vidhyādih’). As both the words 
“beginning” and “end” are relative terms, the Bhdshya proceeds to 
show with respect to what it is the ‘ beginning ’:—It is with reference to 
the end of the Injunction. By ‘tho end of Injunction’ here is meant the 
cognition of the Procedure in the shape of the method of action. The 
Injunction, which has, in its middle, the perception of the various 
subsidiaries, their uses and results, has for its beginning the Procedure ; 
and hence the Teachers speak of it as ‘ Vidhyadi’ (Beginning of Injunc- 
tion). 

In this Context, we have recourse to connecting, over again, for the 
sake of another purpose, sentences that have had their purpose served by 
means of the words contained in them; and this is what distinguishes 
it from Syntactical Connection. As Syntactical Connection does not 
operate, for the slightest purpose, in disjoined parts, the purpose 
is served only by connecting them _ together in a definite relationship. 

As for the difference of Context from Order, we shall explain it 
presently, 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that Context is a distinct 
means of knowledge. _ 

Question: “What is the example of this? Whatever example you 

“will bring forward, I shall show it to fall under Syntactical Connection.” 

The Siddhanti cites the case of the S aktavaka,—being fully conscious 
of the fact that the Brahmana and the Mantra, serving the distinct func- 
tions of enjoining and recalling (something connected with the Ge 
ance) reg pectively, can never be syntactically connected. 

In regard to this Saktavaka, there arises ae question ; ER 
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Indicative Power having extracted the words expressive of the Deities 
(from the sentences dealing with the Darga, and connected it with the 
Pirnamasa), should the accessories also of these be extracted along with 
them ? Or should the former words be used without these latter? 
In reply to this, the Context shows that all the accessories should be 
used in connection with both (the Darga and the Pirnamdsa). As for 
Indicative Power, that is common to both ; because the Singular and the 
Dual numbers (met with in the Siktavika) are present in both. 

Objection: ‘ The words expressive of the Deities (of the Pérnamisa) 
being fully taken up with their own accessories, there can be no room 
“ for any other accessories,” 

Reply: True; but that does not remove the contradiction between 
Syntactical Connection and Context. Firstly, because by Context it 
would seem that we conld make use of the accessories even without the 
Deity ; while Syntactical Connection points to the use of only such as 
have not been deprived of the Deity; and inasmuch as the latter is 
possessed of the superior authority, it is the latter alternative that is 
accepted in actual usage. Secondly, Context shows that it should be used 
several times; while Syntactical Connection shows that it is to be used 
only once, in accordance with the word expressive of the Deity ; and this 
constitutes a contradiction (between Context and Syntactical Connection). 
Thirdly, Syntactical Connection is the stronger of the five because its 
connections are fully established. While in the case of Context we 
employ the accessory in accordance with its declaration in the scriptures, 
after we have inferred the connection between the subject-matter of the 
: Context and the mention of the Procedure—in the form that ‘ one should 
perform the sacrifice in such and such a way’; and then again, there is 
the assumption of a further relationship (of the Pirnamasa) with such 
words expressive of the Deities as have not their accessories fully defined. 
This constitutes a remoteness, in the case of Context, from the real 
objective in view; and hence the Context is set aside by the aforesaid 
Syntactical Connection. i | 

Thus then it must be admitted either that the extraction of the 
accessories of words expressive of Deities is always necessary, and not 
optional, or that they should not be used at all. 


Question: “ What is the example of conflict between Order and Con- 
“text? The sense of the question is that, there being no possibility 
"of an example of the conflict of that Order which consists of the 
“respective relationship between two sets of things,—while that, which 
“ig mentioned either before or after a certain thing, being subject to the 
“authority of the Sub-Context consisting of Proximity,—we are perfectly 
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«gure of there being no example; and hence we do not put forward our 
ignorance or doubt (with regard to the example in question).” 

In reply to this, the Bhāshya puts forward an example, with a view 
to the fact that we can easily refute the fact of the case cited being 
amenable to the authority of a Sub-Context. The example is this: In the 
Context of the Rajasiiya, we find laid down, that ‘ after the Abhishécaniya, 
one should recite the Gaunahgépha,’ ‘he conquers the Kshattriya,’ ‘he 
gambles with the Prashthauuhi (excellent cow), ‘ he is bathed,’ and so forth. 
There is no doubt, or difference of opinion, as to all these actions being sub- 
sidiaries (to another action) ; consequently all that we have got to consider, 
in connection with these, is the exact relationship of these subsidiaries to 
a particular Primary action ; the question being—(1) Do these accessories 
belong to the complete Rajasiiya, or to the Abhishécaniya sacrifice only P 
(2). Is there an option in this matter ?—the third alternative, that of the 
accessories belonging to both conjointly, not being possible in this case 
(as the Abhish€caniya also is an accessory of the Rājasūüya). And these 
questions can be answered only by ascertaining which of the two, Context 
as Order, is pogsessed of the superior authority. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Abhishécaniya is pointed out by the 
Sub-Context, it would certainly set aside the larger Context of the 
Rajasitya.” 

Reply: This dges not affect the case in question; because we could 
have a sub-context (of the Abhishécaniya) only if the actions in question 
were mentioned before all the requirements of the AbAishécaniya had been 
supplied. As it is however, that has had all its needs supplied, prior to 
the mention of the Gambling, etc., by means of the details mentioned in 
connection with the Primary sacrifice. And even though all these actions 
are mentioned in close proximity to the Abhishécaniya, yet this sacrifice 
steps over them and looks to the Primary sacrifice for the supplying of 
its needs; because the usefulness of these actions in question has not 
yet been established. And when the Primary sacrifice has supplied 
that sacrifice with proper aids, the Context of that sacrifice ceases 
then and there; and it could be raked up again only if, without it, 
the actions mentioned in close proximity with it were useless. But 
that would make it tantamount to Order, And as a matter of fact 
while the Abhishécaniya, which has had all its needs supplied, rakes up a 
further need,—the directly perceptible Procedure of the Rājasūya 
establishes the use to which the actions are to be put; specially as the 
Procedure of the Rajasiya, extending from the Pavitra down to the 
Holding of the kshattra, can very well take in the Gambling, etc. Conse- 
quently, in the case in question, there can be no Sub-Context of the 
Abhishacaniya. e | 
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In the case of that modificatory sacrifice in which, after certain 
accessories of the original Primary sacrifice have been mentioned, there 
are certain accessories of the modificatory sacrifice mentioned either 
before or after the former,—in such cases, inasmuch as these latter 
accessories are mentioned in the midst of those that are included in the 
Procedure of that sacrifice, we recognize the fact of their having’ been 
mentioned in the Context of that sacrifice. There is no such thing, 
however, in the case in question; consequently we must accept it to be 
a case of the operation of Order. 

Says the Bhashya: Sannidhavamndténa paripurntndpi avakalpéta čka- 
vakyatvam—this with reference to the completing of the meaning of the 
sentence (the sense being that the assumption of Syntactical Connection is 
much easier in the case of Context than in that of Order). 

Again, says the Bhashya: Anékasyaimndyamdnasya sannidhiviçëshäm- 
ninamatram hi kramak. (Order consists only of the declaration of the 
proximity of the several things that are spoken of.) The sense of this is 
that in the case of Order, the proximity of something is a necessary 
concomitant. That is to say, that which is spoken of as serving the 
purpose of many things, cannot possibly be in close proximity with all 
the principals concerned ; and hence it is only necessary for it to be in 
close proximity with any one of these, There is no need of any such 
necessary concomitant in the case of Context. Consequently whenever 
Context and Order both start on a common errand, the Context is quicker 
in getting at its corroborative Direct Declaration ; and as such it is the 
stronger of the Bik 

Question: “ What is the example of conflict between Order and 
Name?” This question emanates from one labouring under the mis- 
conception that, “ inasmuch as the Name applies to its object in its literal 
signification, it is as operative in its indication of the relationship as 
Direct Declaration itself; and as such it is very much stronger than 
Order.” 

Answer: We find that the name ‘ Paurodagika’ applies to the whole 
section of the Dargu-Parnamisa, And there we find the mantra ‘ gundha- 
dhvam,’ mentioned in the Position (or Order) of the purification of the 
Sadnnayya-vessel. The Context and Indicative Power indicate that the 
mantra is to be used in the purification of the vessels connected with the 
Darga-piirnamdasa iu general; and then there arises the question as to the 
particular vessel that is to be purified, the question being— Is the 
mantra to be employed in the purification of the Purodaga-vessel, 88 
indicated by the Name ‘ Paurodaciké,’ or, in that of the Sannayya-vessel 
as indicated by Order P ’ 

And on this question, the seet, is det Inasmuch ap 
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“the Order has been often found to be set aside, and as it does not 
“ express any relationship,—it must be taken to be rejected by the Name, 
“which has never been found to have been set aside, and which indicates 
ua distinct relationship.” 

In reply to this, we have the following Siddhauta: It is the Name 
that is set aside, on account of its being further removed from its 
objective. That is to say, in Order we find a common element, in the 
shape of position, which belongs wholly to the Veda,—while in the case 
of Name, the common element has got to be assumed, and hence is 
remoter. 

Question: “ What do you mean by the ‘ remoteness’ from the objective P 
“That is to say, no such is possible in the case of Name, which denotes 
“ that factor of the relationship which has the idea of that relationship 
“ included within itself.” 

Answer: The Syntactical Oonnection with something having been 
cognized by means of Oontext, that which happens to be mentioned in Drop. 
mity to tt leads to the assumption of a requirement and to that of Syntactical 
Connection,—a case wherein we have the use pointed out by Order, not 
contradictory to Context, but contrary only to the Name. 

Objection: m How is it that in the case you speak of, the Context 
“is not contradicted,—when we find this latter pointing to the fact of the 
“mantra pertaining to all the vessels, and yet, on the strength of Order, 
“ we take it as pertaining only to the Sdnndyya vessel ? ” 

Reply: ‘This does not affect the situation ; because if the use pointed 
out by Order, and accepted by us, pertained to something not included in 
the Context, then alone could there have been a contradiction of this 
latter. As a matter of fact, however, we find that all that the Context 
indicates is that the mantra pertains to the cleaning of any one of the 
vessels used at the Darga-pitrnamsa sacrifice ; and hence when we come to 
consider the question as to which particular vessel it pertains to, we find 
the Order alone operating (towards the pointing out of the Sannayya 
vessel) ; and this involves no contradiction of the previously-operating 
Context. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Context indicates the fact of the mantra 
“applying to all the vessels, the disjoining of the mantra from a single 
“one of them would certainly involve a contradiction of the Context (to 
“say nothing of the case when you disjoin it from all of them with the 
“single exception of the Sdnndyya vessel).” 

Reply: Asa matter of fact, the Context does not necessarily indicate 
the fact of the mantra applying to all the vessels; because the mantra 
has its requirements fulfilled by being related to a single one of the 
vessels ; and as for the other vessels spoken of in the Context, they could 
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have their purposes equally served by other mantras, In the case in 
question, what is accomplished, prior to the operation of the Order, is the 
Direct Declaration, laying down the use of the mantra, in general terms, 
And while a distinct Direct Declaration would be assumed with regard to 
each of the vessels, the aforesaid Order also will have assumed its own 
corroborative Direct Declaration; and this would swallow up the Direct 
Declaration indicated by the Context, 

~ On the other hand, the Name operating in a way reverse to the Order, 
is contradicted by it; and being remote from its objective is weakor in 
authority, Then again, as a matter of fact all relationship is brought 
about by a certain intermediate commonality ; and between the mantru 
in question and the Purodfgu, we do not find any such commonality, 
shown by the Veda; as there is that of position between the mantra and 
the Sännäyya. | 

The Name is a word of ordinary parlance. Though this view has been 
set aside in the Adhikarana on the Bhakshanuviaka, yet it is brought forth 
here only with a view to show that the Name is very much removed from 
the relationship declared by the Veda. 

The opponent believes the above to be an utter annihilation of the 
Name from its very root,-—exactly like the refutation of Indicative 
Power; and declares thus: “ If it be so, then, [in such cases as the one 
“ under consideration, we might accept the use as shown, by Order; but the 
“Order cannot be believed to be stronger (than Name), on the ground of the 
“ fact of the Nume being very remote from its objective; as what we are 
“comparing are two authoritative means of knowledge; while in the way 
“ shown above, Name entirely ceases to be such a means, etc., ete. |.” 

The Siddhanti brings forth the same reply that had been given 
previously, in connection with the Bhakshdnunvaka: Not so, ete. That is 
to say, if the relationship of the Accessory and the Primary were based 
upon the cognitions of man, tlen alone could Name cease to be an autho- 
ritative means of knowledge; as a matter of fact, we hold that relation- 
ship to be wholly Vedic. 7 

The sense of this is that it is the Name ‘ Paurodagika’ which, not 
being found in the mantra or in the Brdhmana, is not Vedic; but this 
cannot be said of the relationship, under consideration, of the Accessory 
and the Primary; this relationship is quite authoritative; because even 
though the word (‘Paurodagika’) is not Vedic, yet the relationship that 
it denotes is eternal, and it has for its basis an actual Smpti-text. Then 
again, that the word ‘ Pauroddgika ’ denotes the relationship is not some- 
_ thing transcending the senses ; as it is as directly perceptible, as the tree f.i. 
to persons making use of the word ; and it is quite possible that each man 
might be using the word, after having heard it used br some other person. 
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This is what is shown by the Bhāshya in the sentence—man Ze a com- 
petent authority on such points, as that ‘ the mantra is mentioned in the position 
or order of the sūnnāyya, ‘it occurs in such and such a Contest,’ ‘ there is 
such and such a Syntactical Connection,’ ‘ this word is Vedic, and so forth. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find that, in all cases the action of 
one man depends upon what he has seen in other men; and then we do 
not find the Veda making any such declarations as that, ‘this subject is 
mentioned in the same place with that subject,’ ‘this occurs in such a 
Context,’ ‘these words are near one another’ or ‘that they are related 
to one another,’ etc. Itisonly when men are repeating the Veda, that we 
come to notice these things. Those men again must have noticed them 
while some other man had been repeating them; and so on and on, snch 
noticing would be eternal; and, not being like the case of the blind fol- 
lowing the blind, it would be authoritative also. Otherwise, from the 
view of the Veda alone, the Context or the Non-Context would be both 
equally devoid of authority. Then, inasmuch as the above facts are 
noticed by many men, there can he no suspicion of their being faulty on 
account of certain discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of ang one man. 

Thus then, it is clear that due authority attaches to the Name, as a 
means of knowledge; but though it is so in certain places, yet it is set 
aside whenever it is found to be more removed from its objective (than 
some other means pf knowledge). And this setting aside of it we have 
explained above in the course of the explanation of the sūtra. 

Thus then, among Direct Declaration and the rest, as put forth in 
the Bhashya, Direct Declaration always sets aside others, while Name is 
always set aside by others, and the others set aside by, and are set aside 
by others, 


The Bhishya next proceeds to show, through an objection, the form 
of that which is set aside. 
Question: “In a case of conflict between any two of Ger when it 
‘is said that one is set aside by the other,—e.g. the Indicative Power by 
“Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection by Indicative Power, etc., 
“ete.—that which is set aside, is it one that has been duly accomplished, 
“or not? If it has not been accomplished, then, there is no ‘ collision ’ 
“or ‘conflict’; and then, what would be there that could be set aside? 
“If, for the sake of the ‘collision,’ it be held that what is set aside is 
“ that which is accomplished, (hen, inasmuch as the objective of both 
j “will have been equally accomplished, they would be equally authori- 
tative; and as such there could be no validity in the E under 
“consideration, Séi 


The reply to this, as given a the Bhashya,: is as follows : That 
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which is pointed out being found to be amenable to the Means rejecting 
(as well as to that rejected), on account of the cause (of giving rise to 
cognitions) being common to both,—the cognition brought about by the 
latter is declared to be ‘false, by the rejecting means which is possessed 
of greater authority. That is to say, we find that the cognitions of the 
mirage, etc, though appearing in a fully accomplished form, are rejected 
by being subsequently shown to be false; and being disjoined from such 
results, as acceptance, rejection and the like, they come to be known as 
“rejected” or “set aside.” Inthe same manner, the cognition produced 
by the Indicative Power, though appearing in an accomplished form, is 
separated, by the contrary cognition produced by Direct Declaration, from 
the result in the shape of performance, and is set aside. 

` But this explanation is scarcely tenable. Because, in the first place, 
inasmuch as the way in which one sets aside the other has been already 
shown above, the question itself is not possible (to the point); and 
secondly, when, as a matter of fact, it has been actually found that what 
is sct aside is not fully accomplished,—the answer, that the setting aside 
is of that which has been accomplished, is scarcely the proper one. 

That is to say, a question can be rightly put only with regard to that 
which has not been already explained. As for the Indicative Power, etc. 
it has already been explained that they are set aside, by reason of their 
not bringing about the assumption of the corroborative Direct Declaration 
on account of their remoteness from their objective; consequently no 
question can be rightly put as to the way in which these are set aside. 
If, however, such a question be put (however unreasonably), then, the 
answer that is given should not be one that is incompatible with the 
Siddhanta view in general. And in the case in question we find that, 
inasmuch as Indicative Power, etc. have been shown to be set aside on 
account of their not succeeding in bringing about the assumption of the 
corroborative Direct Declarations (and thus not attaining their fully- 
equipped forms),—the setting aside is clearly of something that has not 
been accomplished. And this conclusion, once arrived at, would be set 
aside, without reason, by propounding, in answer to the above question, 
that Indicative Power, etc. are set aside in their accomplished forms, 

It has been declared that the matter in question is amenable to both, 
because of the existence of the common cause. But as a matter of fact, 
Indicative Power and the rest do not, by themselves, possess the direct 
capability of bringing about a correct cognition; nor is this capability 
possible when there does not exist a Direct Declaration giving rise to that 
cognition; consequently, it is only through the assumption of the corrobo- 
` rative Direct Declaration, that Indicative Power, etc. can be said to be 
fully accomplished and operative (towards the bringing about of the 
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correct cognition); consequently when the inferred Direct Declaration has 
peen brought about, there can be no difference between such a Direct 
Declaration and one that is directly perceptible; and hence both (Indica- 
tive Power and Direct Declaration) would come to be equally authori- 
tative. 

Or again, if the rejection of Indicative Power, etc. be meant to be in 
the form of declaring the falsity of the cognitions brought about by them, 
—ns this could be possible only when thero would be a contradiction,—the 
process of rejection would be quite the reverse of what has actually been 
shown to be the case. For instance, as a matter of fact, the previous 
cognition (due to Direct Declaration f.i.) is brought about without having 
set aside the subsequent one (due to Indicative Power, etc.) for the 
simple reason that this latter has not yet appeared; while the latter 
cognition is never fully brought about without setting aside the former 
cognition to the contrary. 

That is to say, Direct Declaration being quicker in its operation, is 
the foremost to function towards the bringing about of a cognition; and 
it is after this that Indicative Power and the rest begin to operate. 
Consequently, if, for the sake of establishing the fact of the Rejection in 
question being that of something fully accomplished,—the Indicative 
Power, though operating subsequently, were to lead to the inferonce of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration,~then, inasmuch as this latter 
Declaration could not obtain a footing, without having set aside the 
provious contrary Direct Declaration bearing upon the same subject, the 
inferred Declaration would, in the very act of appearing, reject the 
cognition brought about by the previous Declaration as being false,—just 
like the cognition of the mirage and the like. 

For these reasons, the portion of the Bhashya under consideration 
cannot be explained, in a way compatible with what has been previously 
established, with regard to Direct Declaration and the rest. 


Even though the passages under consideration, appearing in tho 
Bhashya at the conclusion of the Adhikarana, would appear to he referring 
to the subject-matter of the Adhikarana,—yet we proceed to explain them 
by taking them apart from the place in which they are actually found, as 
is indicated by their inherent capability; just as is the case with the 
mantras to be addressed to Pishan (which are used in a place other than 
that in which they are mentioned in the Veda). 

Inasmuch as the way in which one Means of knowledge sets aside the 
other has already been explained above, the sentence ‘atha yuttatra ete.’ 
cannot possibly refer to the Rejection by Direct Declaration, etc. In fact 
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the matter of Rejection must have brought to the mind of the Author all 
the different kinds of Rejection that are met with in the course of a 
treatment of the scriptures. And the idea present in the mind of the 
questioner, putting the question as formulated in the Bhashya, is that the 
character of these Rejections is not exactly similar to that which we have 
been dealing with in connection with Direct Declaration, etc.; and yet it 
is necessary that the method of all Rejections should be alike; and hence 
the question comes to be this :—Is the method of those Rejections like that 
which has been shown to belong to the Rejections in connection with 
Direct Declaration, or the methods of these latter are like that of those 
others? Then, inasmuch as the method of the Rejections in connection 
with Direct Declaration, etc, has just been explained, there would be no 
use in bringing forward a question with regard to them; consequently 
the question ‘athu yattatra tatra, etc.’ must be taken as referring to the 
Rejections other than those pertaining to Direct Declaration, ete. 

As examples of such other Rejections, we have the following :—(1) 
That of Inference by Sense-perception ; (2) that of the cognition of the 
mirage, and such other cognitions as are given rise to by mere semblances 
of the six means of knowledge, by those brought about by the real 
means of knowledge; (3) that of the Smrti by the Çruti; (4) that 
of the Smrits emanating from untrustworthy and disreputable sources, by 
those proceeding from trustworthy and otherwise good sources; (5) that 
of the Smrti serving a visible purpose by that which serves a transcen- 
dental purpose; (6) that of the Smrti originating from Indicative Power 
or Valedictory Passages by that based directly on the ÇỌruti; (7) that of 
usage by the Smrti; (8) that of one usage by another of more learned 
people; (9) that of the Doubtful by the Certain; (10) that of the weak 
by the strong; (11) that of what occurs in the Conclusion by what occurs 
in the beginning; (12) that of that which serves au absolutely transcen- 
dental purpose by that which serves a transcendental purpose by mere 
restriction ; (13) that of the remote auxiliary by one that is more closely 
related; (14) that of the Injuncton of several things by the Injunction of 
one thing; (15) that of that which is expressed by many words by that 
which is expressed by one word; (16) that of that which involves the 
rejection of many things by that which involves that of fewer things; (17) 
that of what is laid down in another Veda by that which is enjoined in 
the same Veda; (18) that what is enjoined in a different Rescensional 
text by that laid down in the same Text; (19) that of the necessary by 
the occasional; (20) that of the necessary and occasional actions meant 
to serve a purpose useful to the sacrifice, by those meant to serve the 
desirable end of man ; (21) that of that which is mentioned apart by itself, 
by that which occurs in the same context; (22) that of the preceding 
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by the following, when the two are contradictory ; (23) that of that which 
pertains to the Original sacrifice by that which pertains to the modifica- 
tion (in the performance of the latter) ; (24) that of that which is based 
upon a supposed sentence recapitulating the Actions with its accessories, 
by that which is based upon the Injunctive sentence; (25) that of the 
useless by the useful; (26) that of the Brahmana-order by the Mantra- 
order; (27) that of that which is based upon the Deity by that which is 
based upon the Substance; (28) that of that which is mentioned 
subsequently by that which has been previously mentioned; (29) that of 
the small by the great; (30) that of the secondary by the primary ; 
(31) that of that which is laid down in general terms by that which 
is specifically enjoined ; (32) that of that which has other uses by that 
which is otherwise useless; (33) that of the Subsidiary by the Primary ; 
and (34) that of the properties of the Subsidiary by those of the Primary. 

And with regard to these, there arises the following question: “ In 
“all these cases, is the rejection of something that has been accomplished, 
“or is it that of the unaccomplished, as in the case of Direct Declaration, 
“etc.? If, as in the case of these latter, so the case of the rejection of 
“the tmplied by the enjoined were one of something not accomplished, 
“then in this latter case, it would be necessary to admit the total absence 
“of the scriptural text laying down the application in question ; just as in 
“the case of the Indicative Power, etc, we admit the non-existence of any 
“Direct Declaration bearing upon the point. Jn that case, inasmuch as 
“the text laying down the use could be one only, it would be necessary 
“to admit its non-existence in other cases also, exactly as in the case 
“of contradiction; and thereby the rejection of that which is implied 
“would be universal, If, on the other hand, we were to admit its 
“ existence, in the case of non-contradiction, then its existence would have 
“to be admitted in other cases also; and in that case it would be equal in 
“authority to that which is directly enjoined (which would be an 
absurdity). 

“ And further, inasmuch as the generic texts could not obtain a 
“footing, unless they set aside the specific scriptural texts, if we were to 
“admit the authority of such texts, the process of rejection would be 
“reversed (i.e. the generic would set aside the specific). Specially the 

“game text cannot reasonably be accepted as existing, with reference to 
“one thing, and non.existing with reference to another. Consequently, 
“in the case of such generic and specific declarations as,—‘give curd to 
“the Brahmayas, and takra to the Kaundinyas,’ ‘ the modification of a 
“sacrifice is to be done in the manner of the original,’ ‘the grass used 
“should be that of the gara,’—inasmuch as there could not be distinct 
“texts for each individual Brahmana, or each spbsidiary sacrifice, the 
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‘text must be admitted to be one only. And if, in view of the cara 
“and the takra, it be held that there is no text relating to the kuga 
“and the Kaundinya,—then there could be no text applying to the 
“ Prayājas and the Mathara Brahmana respectively. If however there be 
"a text relating to these latter, then there must be one relating to the 
“ kuça and the Kaundinya also. The assertion that it does not exist in 
“reference to the latter, while it does with reference to other things, 
“ would involve a self-contradiction, striking at the very authority of the 
‘text. Nor is there, in this case, a difference of comprehenders, whereby 
“the seeming contradiction could be explained as being due to its being 
“ comprehended by one and not comprehended by another. And, inas- 
“ much as the text is comprehended but once, there can be no cognition of 
“any difference in it, whereby the existence admitted would be of one, 
“while the non-existence would be of another. This might have been 
“ possible if the denotation of words consisted of the Individual; as, how- 
“ ever, it consists of the Qluss,—in the case of the Implication of certain 
“ operations relative to the sacrifice,—the object being one only, at one and 
“ the same time, there could be only one operative scriptural text. 

“ The same line of arguments would set aside the case of a Rejcction 
‘in the form of total removal; because, inasmuch as the words Brahmané- 
“ bhyah’ and ‘ Prakrtivat’ (in the sentences quoted above) have exactly 
“ the same grounds (for applying to every Braélimana and every subsidiary 
“ sacrifice respectively), there is no possibility of leaving out any of them; 
“as will be shown, by means of question and answer, in Sëtras ILI —vi—3, 
“and IlI—vi-—5. That is to say, in the case of sentences emanating 
“ from human sources,—as the sense imparted to the words used resides in 
“the heart of the speaker, it would be possible for him to make the 
“arbitrary declaration—‘ 1 made this assertion, but I did not mean it to 
“apply to such and such cases,’—even though the words used do not 
“imply anything of this exception. But even this arbitrary exception 1s 
“not possible in the case of a Vedic sentence. Because in the case of 
“the Veda, we do not deduce specific declarations from general statements, 
“whereby we could take the generic statement as acting merely as the 
“source of the specific deduction, with reference to which the seeming 
“ contradiction of simultaneous existence and non-existence could be easily 
“ explained. 

“For these reasons, inasmuch as it is necessary for all Rejections 
“ to be of one uniform character, all the Rejections enumerated above could 
“not be of the same form as that which is desired (as belonging to the 
“ case of Direct Declaration ete. ). 

‘Then if it be held that the Rejections are of those that are accom- 
“ plished entities,—these latter being rejected by being shown to be false, 
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“ and that, in this way, there would be no such self-contradiction as that 
“shown above,—then with regard to Direct Assertion, etc. also, the 
“ Rejection must be admitted to be of that which is accomplished. But 
“with regard to these, the case has been shown to be quite the contrary. 
“Consequently, there can be no uniformity in the methods of all Rejec- 
“tions.” 

To the above we make the following reply:-—It is by no means 
necessary that all Rejections should be of one uniform character ; specially 
as there is no incongruity in their diversity, which is supported by authori- 
tative evidence. 

That is to say, just as in tho case of Rejections explained before, 
there was no uniformity of character,—so, in the same manner, even if 
we admit of a diversity in their character, there is no incongruity in it. 

Thus then, we conclude that in the case of Direct Declaration ete., 
the rejection is one of something that has not been accomplished, as has 
been explained before; and there is nothing incongruous in that; as we 
do not admit of more than one accomplishment with regard to any one 
thing. As for the other rejections, resembling these,—e.g. those of the 
Smrti etc., —which also are duo to the remoteness of the objective,—these 
should be taken as explained by the explanation of those relating to the 
Direct Declaration, ete., as is implied by the mention of ‘hétusdmarthya’ 
(the potency of the’causal agency). But as for the Rejections that have 
been enumerated above—viz.: those of the false means of knowledge by the 
true one, of the necessary by the occasional, etc., etc.,—it has been 
declared that ‘ it is the accomplished that is rejected.’ 

Question: “ How is that?” This question emanates from one who 
has been bewildered by the said dissimilarity from Direct Declaration 
ete. 

Answer: Because of the existence of the common cause. This fact, of the 
commonality of cause being the reason for believing the rejection to be 
one of something that has been accomplished, has been explained above, 
in connection with the words ‘Brdhmana’ and ‘ Prakrtivat.’ 

It has been argued that “ there can be no rejection of that cognition 
“which has been accomplished, because no non-appearance, destruction, or 
“cessation of residual effects is possible for such a cognition.” And in reply 
to this it is pointed out that we do not mean that the cognition is wholly 
set aside ; all that we mean is that it is superseded by auother cognition, 
which is to the effect that the previous cognition was a mistaken one, That 
is to say, what happens in such cases, is that on finding a subsequent scrip- 
tural text to be otherwise inexplicable (i.e. irreconcilable with the cognition 
accomplished), one comes to the conclusion that this cognition that he 
had obtained had been a mistaken one, brought about on account of his 
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intellect having been led away by a false similarity,—just as in the case 
of the mirage etc. Consequently, when we come to the case of the 
Praydajas and the Mafhara-Brahmana, though we may have the ideas of 
the kuga and Kaundinya respectively appearing, yet they are believed to 
be mistaken ; and from this it is concluded that on account of the cogni. 
tion being devoid of its legitimate result (in the shape of the carrying of 
it into practice), it is the cognized idea, or text, that is rejected in all such 
Cases. 

Question: " What, then, is the form of ‘true knowledge’? That is to 
“say, if the cognitions that actually appear come to be set aside in the 
“ manner shown above, then, how could we have confidence in any cogni- 
“tion at all d" 

Reply: When we find that however much we may look for it, we do 
not perceive any cognition setting aside the cognition that we have 
obtained (then we conclude that that cognition is atrue one). Though, on 
a former occasion (in the Qlokavdrtika) we have spoken of the ‘recog- 
nition of discrepancies in the source of the cognition,’ as the second reason 
for the falsity of that cognition,—yet that was with reference to ordinary 
human assertions; and hence, not pertaining to Vedic sentences; this 
fact has been brought out on the present occasion. 

Having thus dealt with the side question, the Bhaishya sums up the 
Adhtkarana, and proceeds with the next. ‘ 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The ‘Twelve Upasads’ pertain to the Ahina.] 


Sutra (15): "On account of the Context, the word ‘ahina’ should 
“be taken in a sense indicated by the presence of a certain 
“ qualification.” 


Question: “ Ail that had been laid down at the beginning of the 
“ Adhydya as its subject-matter, having been fully dealt with, what more 
“of it is left to be treated of, that the fourth Adhyñya is not now taken up 
“forthwith? ” 

Answér: We now proceed to consider in what specific cases we have 
the conflict of Direct Declaration and the rest, that have been duly differ- 
entiated and explained in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

And first of all we are going to deal with the cases of the conflict 
and non-conflict of Context by Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

In the context of the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence— There are" 
to be three upasads for the Sahna and twelve for the Ahina.’ And in this 
the word ‘sd&hna,’ meaning ‘that which is finished in a day,’ refers to the 
Jyotishtoma, with regard to which we have the declaration—‘ They finish 
it within a day’; consequently it follows that the Jyotishtoma has three 
upasads, Then as regards the clause ‘twelve for the Ahina,’ there arises 
the question as to whether ‘twelve upasads’ also belong to the Jyotish- 
toma, or only to the Ahina sacrifices, the Dvādaçāha (Twelve-Day sacrifice) 
and the rest 8 

If the name ‘ Ahina’ could, in some way or other, be found to he 
applicable to the Jyvtishtoma, then, in view of the compatibility of the 
Context, the ‘twelve upasads’ would certainly be taken as finding a place 
in that sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the name ‘ Ahina’ belonged to 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, inasmuch as the 
‘twelve upasads’ would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(‘twelve upasads for the Ahina’), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only that which is not related to Direct Declara- 
tion (Vide Sutra III—iii—11), [and consequently the ‘twelve upasads ’ 
would belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one-day Jyottshtoma]; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
the conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. | 

And on the above question, we have the following 
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PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The continuity of the Siddhdnta having been broken by the word 
“6ya’ (in the sūtra), we declare that, from the Context it is clear that the 
“ ‘twelve upasads’ belong to the Jyotishtoma. Nor does this involve a 
“ contradiction of Direct Declaration; because the same Context shows that 
“the name ‘ Ahina’ applies to the Jyotishfoma (and not to any other sacri- 
“ fices), [and as such, the Direct Declaration also lends its support to the 
“« connection of the ‘twelve upasads,’ with the Jyotishtoma]. And further, 
“the word ‘ Ahina,’ by itself also, when taken as a negative compound, is 
“found to be literally applicable to the Jyotishtoma. [' Ahina’ =that, 
“ which is not devoid of any accessories, or that which is not totally 
“neglected by any sacrifice; and these two qualifications reside in the 
“ Jyotishtoma only. | 

“Though in reality, the word ‘ Ahina =ahan + kha = group of sacrifices, 
“ —and as such it denotes the sacrifices extending over a number of days, — 
“ yet, in order to reconcile it with the Context, we should take it as synony- 
“ mous with‘ Jyotishtoma, on the ground of this latter having the quali- 
“ficatioñ of ‘ahāni’ (non-deficiency and non-abandonment). That is to 
“say, inasmuch as the Jyotishtoma has all its details minutely laid down, 
“and it serves as the archetype of all sacrifices, d is in no way deficient (na 
“ hiyat®); nor is it abandoned (na hiyaté) by any sacrifice (i.e, there is no 
“sacrifice of which it does not serve as the archetype). 

“The Bhashya has explained the word ‘ahina, (in its application to 
“the Jyotishtoma) as ‘that which is not liable to any retrenchment (nu— 
“ hiyaté) as regards either the sacrificial gifts, or the accessory details of 
“ the sacrifice.’ 

“ But this is not quite relevant; because ihe word does not contain 
“anything to denote the ‘sacrificial gift’ or the ‘accessory details’; and 
‘if we were to interpret a word just as we wished (without any considera- 
“tion of what it actually denotes), then, there would be no fixity as to tho 
“denotations of a word. Even granting, for the sake of argument, that 
“the word really denotes what the Bhashya has said,—we find that as a 
“matter of fact, the ‘gifts’ given at the Jyotishtoma are very much less 
"OC hind’) than those given at several other sacrifices, where gifts are com- 
“ puted by the thousand; and also that the procedure of the Jyotishtoma 
“is much inferior (‘hina’), in the point of ‘accessory details,’ to the Pro- 
“cedures of its modifications, the Ukhthya and the rest, (and as such the 
“word ‘ Ahina’ in the sense given to it by the Bhashya, could not apply 
“ to the Jyotishtoma), 

_.. “For these reasons we Selen that the name ‘ahina’ signifies ‘that 
“which does not abandon (na jahāti) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
"of the performance’ gnd ‘that which is not abandoned (na hiyat8) by any 
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“ gacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head ) ’;— 
“and inasmuch as it is the Jyotishfoma alone that is possessed of these 
* qualifications (and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context too be- 
“longs to the Jyotishtoma, it must be this to which the ‘twelve upasads’ 
“ belong. 3 

“The word ‘gaunak’ in the sūtra must be taken as signifying ‘ that 
“ pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the 
“ indirect, secondary signification.” 


_* SIDDHANTA. 
Sëtz (16): Inasmuch as the principal (Jyotishtoma) is not 
connected (with ‘ Ahina’), it should be disjoined from that. 


By the word ‘mukhya’ (‘Principal’) in the sūtra is meant the Jyotish- 
‘oma, because it is the first to be performed; and, as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection whatsoever with the word ‘Ahina.’ And inas- 
much as the Jyotishtoma has no connection with this name, the number 
(‘Twelve’) that is fonnd mentioned in connection with that name could 
not be taken as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context ; 
consequently it must be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially 
as we find that the number ‘Twelve’ is connected with the Ahina, by 
‘means of the Direct, Declaration of the genitive (in ‘ahinasyu’); and as 
for the word ‘ahina’ what it literally signifies is a number of days, while 
the Jyotishtoma is a distinct Sahna,—being finished in a single day. 

It has been argued above that the word ‘ahina’ would apply to the 
Jyotishtoma, through the presence of certain qualifications in that sacrifice ; 
and we now proceed to refute every alternative that is possible, in connec- 
tion with this theory. 

(1) If the word ‘gauna’ be taken in the sense of indirect secondary 
synification, then that could not justify the abandoning of the direct 
signification, on the mere strength of the Context. Nor does the sentence 
in question serve the purposes of an Arthavdda, in which case even the 
one-day sacrifice could be taken as being eulogised by being indirectly ` 
spoken of as one extending over many days. Then again, asa matter of 
fact, it is not that there is no other word applicable (more directly) to the 
dyotishtoma; and as such we could not be justified in taking all this 
trouble of interpreting the word indirectly, and thereby making it appli- 
cable to that sacrifice, —in the same way as the word ‘simha’ is made to 
indicate the presence of the qualities of the lion. Consequently the 
taking of the word in its indirect secondary sense is not admissible. 

(2) Nor can the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
Jyotishtoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 
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such literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be conveyed 
by the word as.a whole. Then again, as a matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; hecanse a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word, or 
the basic word, that should have had the uddita (Acute) accent in its 
beginning; while, in reality, we find that it has the acute accent at the 
middle. For this reason it must be admitted that the word is made up of 
the word ‘ahan’ (= Day) with the affix ‘kha.’ In that-case, in accordance 
with the Vartika,—‘ dyannfidishu E svarasiddhyartham, '— 
we have the insertion of the particle ‘ina’; and thereby the letter "7 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only right that the accute-accent 
should be on that letter. 

For these reasons, the word ‘ Ahina’ must be uier as the name of 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days. 

Then again, inasmuch as the connection of the Jyotishtoma with the 
‘twelve upasads’ would have been signified by the use of the word "sëng ` 
only, without using another name (‘ahina’) of the same sacrifice,—the 
very fact of the putting in of the word ‘ahina’ shows that the scripture 
meant, by this, to signify something other than the ‘one-day’ Jyotishtoma. 
Or again, inasmuch as the connection of ‘ three’ and that of the ‘sd@hna’ 
and ‘twelve’ would have been indicated by the Context itself (which is 
that of the Jyotishfoma), the use of both the words. sãhna’ and ‘ahina’ 
would be absolutely purposeless, Whereas if the word ‘ ahina’ meant some 
other sacrifice, it would be absolutely necessary to insert it. And then 
inasmuch as the close proximity of the mention of ‘three upasads’ to the 
word ‘ Ahinasya’ might indicate the connection of these latter with the 
Ahina, it would be necessary to specify the ‘sāhna’ also (as the one 
connected with ‘three upasads’). 

Thus then, it mnst be admitted that the ‘twelve upasads’ has to ^e 
taken apart (from the Jyotishtoma—which is indicated by the Context n: 
the sacrifice connected with them). 


The above representation of the Adhikarana is not quite correct. 
Firstly ,because it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice (the Ahina) 
to be laid down in the Context of anotlier ‘the Jyotishtoma); secondly, in 
case such details were laid down, the continuity of the Context would be 
broken by that interpolation of foreign mutter; and then it would in- 
volve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 
and thirdly, we find that the ‘ twelve upusuds ° for the Tu elve-Duy sacrifice 
kavo already been enjoined in the Context of this latter sacrifice,—and 
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as all the sacrifices extending over a number of days have their origin in 
this Twelve-Day sacrifice, the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ‘Twelve upasads’ with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the ‘three upasads ’ alone; specially as 
there are no objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
i Twelve, that has been enjoined already in another. sentence; and hence. 
its mention in the sentence in question must be taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotishtoma, — 
just as in the case of the ntvita (the sense of the sentence being that 
‘the Jyotishtoma has only three.wpusads, and as for twelve upasads these 
belong to such petty sacrifices as the Ahina and the rest, and not to the 
excellent Fyotishtoma sacrifice ’). | : 

Now then, we proceed to show the-way in which the Adhikaranu 
should be represented. 

` If the character of ‘Ahina’ had belonged to the Jyotishtoma, then, 
the sentence in question would have been an Injunction; but inas- 
much as that character helongs to the sacrifices extending over a number 
of days, for which, again, the ‘twelve upasads’ have been already laid 
down elsewhere,—the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant 
to eulogise (the Jyotishtoma as shown above). 

Thus then, the question of the Adhskarana comes to be this: Is 
the Jyotishtoma thé Ahina, for which the sentence, occurring in its Con- 
text, lays down an accessory detail? Or the word ‘Ahina’ applies 
to the sacrifices extending over a number of days,—and inasmnch as the 
‘twelve upasads ’ for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some, other purpose (that of 
enlogising f.i.) ? 7 

Objection: “If such be the case, then the Adhikaranu would not be 
“a discussion of the conflict, and non-conflict of Context (with Direct 
“ Declaration) ; because it would come to this, that though connected 
“with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve npasuds’ would be mentioned 
“ with a view to eulogise the Jyotishtoma.” , 

Reply: ‘That does not quite affect the case. Because as a matter of 
fact, the Pirvapuksha (B) would favour the Context; inasmuch as the 
Context. would take up the number ‘twelve’ as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject of the Context, the Jyotishtoma); while the Siddhanta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
‘twelve’ belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
bas nothing to do with the Context; which latter therefore, in this case, 
hecomes contradicted, And that this is still of use, in another way, in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the main point at issue. 
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If however, in accordance with the law arrived at in the nex; 
Adhikaranu, we could admit of the Removal (or taking apart, of the 
‘twelve upasads’), and if while we had the Injunction in one Rescen- 
sional text, we could justify, on the ground of its having no other use, 
the injunctive character of that contained in another Text,—then, in that 
case, we could take the Adhikarara as presented in the Bhashya. 

In any case, it becomes fully established that the sentence ‘ dvadu- 
caihinasya ’ is to be taken apart from the Context, as it evidently pertains 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. 


ADHIKARANA (9), 
(The Pratipats are to be taken apart, along with the Kuldya, etc. | 


Sūtra (17): That which is associated with singleness and 
- duality (should be taken apart); because it is directly 
enjoined (elsewhere). 


[In connection with the Jyôtishtoma we find the sentence ‘ yuvdm hi 
sthah svakpati iti dvayoryajaminayoh pratipadam kuryat, été asrgramin- 
divah iti buhubhyo yajamanébhyah.’ And in reference to this there arises 
a doubt as to whether the two Pratipats herein laid down find place in 
the Jyotishtoma, or they are to be taken apart from it and used in 
connection respectively with the Kuldya performed by two yujumānas, 
and with the Dvirātra performed by more than two yajumānas? | 

The discussion of the present question is similar to that in the fore- 
going Adhikaranu,—with the following difference: in the former the 
connection was with a totally different Primary sacrifice denotable by a 
word having no connection with that sacrifice which formed the subject 
of the Context; while in the present case, it is with a property, the 
duality, etc. of the yajamana, which is, in some way or other, suspected 
of being related to the subject of the Context. 

The sëtz begins the discussion with the putting forward of the 
Siddhanta, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in. the foregoing 
Adhikarana. 
SIDDHANTA. 

The passage in question does uot lay down the Jwality and Plural- 
ity of the yajaména ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining of 
the Pratipats; and refers to the Duality, etc. only as conditions for the use 
of the one or the other Pratipat; specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve a syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamdna can not 
pertaiti to the Jyotishtomu; while they are found to. exist in the Kulaya and 
other sacrifices,—those extending over one as well as those extending over 
many days,—wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences as-- 
“ Rājā ca purohitagca yajeyatam,” “ éténaiva deaw yājayēt,” “ éténaiva trn 
yajayet,” “éko dvau bahavo va ‘hinairyyéran.” 
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For these reasons the SES should be taken ët from the 
Context. 


sūtra , (18): Objection: “ They might find place (in the 
“ Jyotishtoma) as alternatives implied (for a Spor pur- 
"un nose). 


“The Pratipats must he taken as finding a place in the Fyotishtoma, 
“as indicated. by the Context (in which they are found to be mentioned). 
“They are not in any way connected with any sacrifice other than that 
‘which forms the subject of the Context,—as had been found to be tho 
“case with the Ahina. As for the connection of the Duality, etc. of the 
“ yajaména, it is mentioned merely as a condition (for the use of particu- 
“lar Pratipats), and it has nothing to do with the indicating of the connec- 
“tion of certain accessories with their Primaries, Nor could these serve 
“ag the means of establishing the connection of any sacrifice ; ag that 
“would involve the necessity of the words being taken in their indirect 
“secondary significations; and as a matter of fact, those that have had 
“their use laid down by Direct Declaration, cannot rightly be brought 
‘into another use, on the ground of an indirect secondary signification. 
“If the connection meant were that with the mere form of the Duality, 
“ete, then the Injunction itself would become wholly useless. And there 
“can be no doubt that the assumption of Context is far more reasonable 
“than that of the Result. | | 
“It has been argued that in the Context we do wot find the conditions 
“ (Duality, etc. laid down for the use of the Pratipats), But they could 
“bo baken as implied ; for the couditions are not always directly enjoined ; 
“as it is just possible for them to be indirectly implied; and in the case’ 
of the Jyotishtoma also we find that there is an implication of the pre- 
‘sence of more than one yajamdna, in case one is found to be incapable 
“of carrying it through. And up to this time we have had nothing to 
“show that only one yajamdna is really meant for the Jyotish{oma ; 
“though in fact, even if due siguiticance were attached to the singleness of 
“the yajamdna,—yet, just as, in accordance with the Sara VI—iii—2, 
“certain accessory details of the Jyotishtoma are left off, in the case of 
Ke RE yajamana being found incapable of performing them all, so, in the 
“same manner, it may be that in the case of one. yajamdna being found 
“incapable of finishing the sacrifice, two or more of them could very - 
"7 reasonably be brought in to do it. And in this way, the: necessary 
ae conditions would. be present in theWyotishtoma also. | 
“Or again, it may be that the very injunction of the Pratipats 
a “ (contained i in the passage under consideration), being found to.serve ñ 
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d visible purpose, would lead to dis assumption of Direct age 
laying down the fact of the Jyotishtoma being performed by two or more 
“ yajamanas, And this assumption would be possible only in accordance 
“with our theory, and-not with the theory upholding the use of other 
“ Pratipats. Consequently there is nothing in our theory that is incom- 
E patible with the mention of the singleness of the vote äng (i in connection 
i SS the GEES e 


Sūtra (19): Reply : Not so ; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Oontext) is connected with one only. 


The word ‘Prakrti’ here is meant to signify the Sacrifice that forms the 
subject of the Context ; and it might have been meant to indicate that, being 
the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the yajamdna in the 
Jyotishtoma cannot be superseded ; though that which is indirectly implied 
could be rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, we know 
that. the singleness of the yujam@na is directly enjoined; specially as we 
find that whether the Jyotishfoma is laid down as to be performed with a 
view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty, the yajamänu 
is distinctly mentioned as one only, as is shown by the use of the word 
` yajéla,’ Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significance to 
the singular member of that verb; in fact we shall show later on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to he attached to it. 

The leaving off of certain accessories of the Jyofishtoma, on account. of 
the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them all out entirely,—that has been 
brought forward by the Pirvapaksht,—is also based upon.the declaration 
‘the Sacrifice should be perfor med in such a way as one person may 
he able to perform it’; and in other cases also we findthe word ‘one,’ 
which shows that the leaving off allowable is meant torefer to other 
nccessories (and not to the number of yajantanas); as for instance, leaving 
off the exact amount of the ‘ gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accomplished 
by one person. Then again, inasmuch as the number ‘one’ is found 
both inthe originative injunction (of the Jyotishtoma), as well as in 
| that of its: actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance 

to that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the origi- 
nal sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma has only one yajamäna, it does not fulfil 
the conditions of the use of the particular Pratipais in question ; and hence 
these latter must be taken apart from it. 

‘Tt bas been argued that “ the very passage under consideration 
, would, by its capability, imply the : nécessary conditions.” But this is not 
possible ; because the passage is capable of being taken differently (and as 
such there would be no Apparent Inconsistency to justify thé implication), 
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That is to say, if, without implying the said - conditions, the passage 
would have been meaningless, then it could be taken as implying them ; 
and this meaninglessness would have been possible, only if the Duality 
and Plurality (of yajamanas) did not exist in any sacrifice, in the same 
way that it does not exist in the Jyotishtoma; as a matter of fact, we 
do not find these to be non-existent in other sacrifices; as they are’ 
actually fonnd to exist in the Kul@ya and other sacrifices, And inas- 
much as in the passage in question, we find them laid down as well. 
established conditions, and ap they would otherwise lead to a syntactical 
split, they cannot be indirectly implied (with regard to any sacrifice). 

If the Duality of the yajamāna were meant to refer to the presence 
of the wife of the yayamfnu,—then, as her presence with her husband is 
a necessary condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could not have been 
laid down as the condition for the use of a certain particular Pratipat only ; 
and further, in the case of the word ‘ bahubhyah,’ inasmuch as it is dis- 
tinctly found to denote the plurality of men, by making it inelude the 
sacrificer’s wives, we would be assuming, without: sufficient grounds, an 
&kagésha compound made up of heterogeneons elements (one male and two 
females). 

In the case of the sentence ‘kshawmé vasdnau, ete.’ (met with in 
connection with the Aguyädhñna) we have had to accept the wife as the 
second person, as there was no other way of taking it; specially as the 
Adhana is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in the 
way that we find the Dviyajña (Kulaya) laid down. 

Then again, inasmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
by the yajaména accompanied by one or more wives, there would, according 
to you, always be ‘two’ or ‘three’ ‘yajyamanas’; and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in ques- 
tion, these would come to be used on all occasions; and the Pratipat that 
is laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyotish- 
toma would never be nsed, and wonld become wholly useless; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those d eech that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Pratipats. in questas 
are to be taken apart from the Context. 

It has been argued above that“ the passage under question does 
not lay down the connection (of Duality, etc.) with a Sacrifice.” But 
that does not affect the case ; as the very word ‘ Pratipat’ having indicated 
the fact of its pertaining to sacrifices, all that the mention of ‘ Duality,’ eto. 
does, is to indicate the particular sacrifice with which they are connected. 
Or again, the word ‘yajaména ’ itself would, through EE Inconsis- 
‘tency, indicate the sacrifice. 
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Thus then the Pratipats being taken as connected with sacrifices 
other than the Jyotishtoma, in whose Context the passage in question 
occurs,—this is a distinct case of the contradiction of Context; and as 
Direct Declaration is much more authoritative than that (there can be no 
incongruity in the Siddhanta). 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
The Jaghani is not taken apart from the Oonteat.| 


Sttra (20): “The Jaghani also (would be taken apart), 
because it is a part.” 


We now proceed to consider the exception to the princi iple of factors 
being taken apart from their context. + 

In connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa, we find the sentence 
' Jäghanyā patnîh suùyājayanti '; and as this admits of two distiuct con- 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
character of the two factors (in the sentence), —there arises a donbt as to 
its actual meaning. That is to say, (1) if the sentence be taken as 
laying down the Patnisumyfjas as purificatory rites for the purification 
of the Ja@ghani (the animal’s tail), then, inasmuch as the object of 
purification would be the predominant factor, it could not be removed 
from its place; and consequently, the Patnisamyajus would be taken to- 
where the Tail might be, and not vice versd. And inasmuch as the 
ordinary animal's Tail would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that 
forms the object of purification (by meansof the Patnisumy@jas) ; conse- 
quently the Tail of the animal that has served its purpose in connec- 
tion with the Agnishomtya would come to be taken as that to be purified 
(by the Patnisamyfjas) [and thus, in this case, there would be a removal 
of the Tail from all connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsa). (2) If, on 
the other hand, the sentenee be taken as laying down the Tail (with refer- 
ehce to the Patnisamydjus), then, in that case, inasmuch as the idea of. 
the sentence being a reference to the subject of the Context does not 
entirely disappear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong to the: 
Durga-Pitrnamasa [and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tail 
from the Context]. 

On this question, then, we have the following 


PUR VAPAKSHA, 


_ (1) Because the Tail helps the Darga-Piirnamasa indirectly ;—(2) 
“ “ because that which helps directly in the body of ‘the sacrifice is the 
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“& more ‘apart ;—(3) fociis the other (i.e. the Patnisamyāja) being 
“ enjoined by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samyäjayët') is more approx- 
u imate to the Injunction ;—(4) because, inasmuch as any single part of 
«an animal (the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole 
“© animal, it would be necessary to take it out of the animal that has been 
“used elsewhere, and hence in that case the Samyäja would come to 
“ have the character of a Pratipattisamskdra (the setting aside of that 
‘which has been used);—therefore the sentence in question must be 
“taken as laying down the purification of the Tuil of the animal used 
~ in connection with the Agnishomiya ; and hence it must be taken apart 
“ from the Context (of the Daryga-Pirnumdisa). 

[“ Says the Bhashyn—in reply to the objection that ‘the Patni- 
“ samyäjas have already been enjoined elsewhere’—: It is true that they 
“are enjoined elsewhere, but here ther y are again enjoined with reference to 
“dhe Tail; the sense being that the Tail should be made connected with the 
“ Patnisamyäjas (st ca tatsambaddha kéryétyucyaté)|, And in this last 
“sentence, the word ‘ ucyaté’ must be taken along with the preceding 
“ sentence (as shown above); and then follows (in the Bhashya) a des- 
“cription of the action: such being the case, the Patnisamydjas of the 
“ Darga-Pirnamasa do not lose anything by being disjoined from the Tail, 
“ete, If on the other hand, the word ‘ ucyaté’ were taken with what 
follows it—as ‘aeyalé Evam sati, etc.—then the sentence would fall 
‘into the semblance of an objection; which would not be desirable ; 
“ specially as we do not find any sentence (in the Bhashya) that conld be 
“taken as supplying an answer to that objection. Therefore the whole 
‘sentence must be taken as the statement of the Author’s own view (and 
“ not that of the opponent). 

“ Objection: ‘If what yon say be correct, then, there being a 
“ Removal (of the Patnisamy@jas), exactly like that of the Pratipats 
“(shown above),—there would be no performance of the Patnisamyajas 
“in connection with the original sacrifice (of the Darga-Pirnamasa). 

“ Reply: There might be no performance of these, if there were no 
 Patnisamydjas in connection with the Paçu sacritice; as a matter of 
“ fact, the existence of these in this latter is quite patent, by reason of 
“being implied; and what the sentence in question does is simply to lay 
these down as connected with the Tail. 

Objection: ‘In that case you must declare that there is no Remo- 
‘val (of the Tail from the Context).’ 

“Reply: True; there is no Removal of anything substantial; but 
“iti 18 the sentence in question that, being found to serve a useful purpose 
“in connection with the modificatory sacrifices, is spoken of as ‘removed,’ 
op ‘ taken apart from the Oontext.” 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sätra (21): It is the injunction (of the Tail), because it is 
something new. 


As a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart from 
the Context ; because if the Tail were referred to as something to be 
purified (by means of the Patnisamydjas), then that would have been 
the cause of the Injunction being taken apart; as a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Sacri- 
fice, exactly like the other accessories, in the shape of Butter and the ` 
like. 

That is to say, it has been declared above that in all such sentences, 
the force of the Iujunctive applies to the subordinate factor. Then, as 
for the Patnisamydjus, these have been enjoined in a sentence immediately 
preceding the one under consideration ; and as such being still present in 
the mind as enjoined actions (at the time that we come across the sentence 
under consideration), they cannot be taken as the objects of injunction 
(by this latter sentence). Nor can the sentence in question be rightly 
taken as merely referring to the Patnisamyfjas of the Paguesacrifice ; 
because at the time of its. appearance, there is no idea of the Pagu-sacri- 
fice, Nor is the Tail wholly incapable of being enjoined, like the Time 
etc, whereby it vould carry any Injunctions along with itself. Nor 
can it be urged that it could be so, on the ground of its being an object 
of purification. Because there is no ground for superseding the fact of 
its boing an accessory (to the sacrifice ), as expressed by the Instr ‘umental 
ending (in ‘ Jdghanya).’ 

If the Injunction under consideration were to operate with reference 
to that Zail which has served its purpose elsewhere,—then, in that case, 
it. might be possible to take the [Instrumental as having the sense of the 
Accusative ; just as we have in the case of the accessories of the Prayaja. 
As a matter of fact, the Tui that is laid down is something quite new, 
not made use of on any previous occasion. Consequently it is wholly 
incapable of being taken apart. 
| Nor can the Patnisumydjas bear being taken apart, as they are 
hound up with the Context. 

It may be argued that “they would be taken apart, on account of 
, the superior authority of Syntactical Conmectiou.” But that too is not 
possible; because in. such cases, Syntactical Connection is dependent 
upon the fact of the object in question having some claim for being taken 
as desired; and as such, in such cases, it is much weaker than the Con- 
text. If the sentence in question were the originative Injunction of the 
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Patnisamydjas, then alone could the Syntactical Connection have wrested 
them away from the Context. As a matter of fact, however, these Patni- 
samyajas have their originative Injunction in another sentence; and 
hence by the time that they are taken up, through proximity, by the 
syntactical connection of the sentence under consideration,—they could 
ulso be taken up by the Darea-Pirnamasa, Nor have we, up to this 
time, come to know the Tail as leading to any independent result of its 
own,—whereby it could supply the requirement of the Patnisamydjas 
as regards the purpose to be served by them. Consequently, while we 
are looking out for the pnrpose to be served hy the Tail, it is taken up 
as an accessory, forming part of the Procedure of the Darca- Pirnamésa, 
which are known to lead to distinct results, 

Nor does the sentence in question contain the Tnjanction of any 
new sacrifice; asit is not fonnd to mention the root ‘yaji’ only; what 
it'mentions is the ‘ ya@ja’ in conjunction with ‘ Patni,’ Consequently if 
it were taken as laying down the Action with reference to the Tazl,—. 
and at the same time laying down the Patnis ( wives) (as the Deity of 
that Action),—then it would come to be the injunction of many things, 
and as such involve the syntactical split in the form of ‘ Dissimilarity’ 
pointed out in the Sūtra [—iv—8. And so long as the sentence is capable 
of being taken as the injunction of simpler things, the syntactical split 
could not he explaited by taking the sentence as the injunction of the 
achion as qualified (by the Deity, ete., ete.) Consequently, it must be 
coneladed that the sentence lays down a Substance (Tail) with reference 
to a qualified sacrifice (the Patnisamyaja). 

Objection: “ Bat this too, being a reference to the qualified sacri- 
fice, would involve a syntactical split.” 

Reply: That does not matter; as the yualified Sucrifice is indicated, 
as such, by the Context, the word ‘Patni’ not being meant to be speci- 
ally significant. Just as in the case of the sentence ‘abhikriman juhoti ` 
evon though the word used is the generic term ‘juhoti? (meaning saeri- 
fice in general), yet through capability (of Context), the Abhikrā mana 
is taken as pertaining to the pariticnlar sacrifice of the Praydjus,—so, 
in the same manner, the Paénisamydjas are to be taken as meant by the 
generic term ‘ samydjayants.’ 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Tail is not taken apart 
from the Context. 


Siitra (22): Objection: ‘But the Tail is a part.” 


“It has been argued in the Pérvapaksha that, inasmuch as the 
4 bo . e s. . H a HM NM 
Teil is a part of the animal,—and as the originative injunction speaks 
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« of it as related to something already existing, Ap could not be utilized, 
“ ate, etc,” And to this argament the Satra offers the following reply : 


Sätra (23): Not so; because the original (Dar¢-Pirnamisa. 
Jaghani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptural means. - 


Under the circumstanees, that alone would have been useless which, 
without taking up the original, could not be recognized; eg. in the 
case of the sentence ‘uttardrdhat svishtakrté’ vadyati’ (in this what is 
to be offered is not recognizable without a veference to the original 
Cake). The word ‘Jaghani’ however is, like the word‘ Mrdaya’ aud 
the like, denotalive of a certain Limb of the animal; and as such, it could 
be very easily obtained, withont getting hold of the whole animal for 
the purpose, or even out of the animal that has been used for another 
purpose; specially as in the air 'Rūpam vā céshabhilateat’ it is 
shown that an accessory could be used, by whatever method it may be 
‘produced or obtained, Nor is it impossible for the ‘ Jayhuni’ to he known 
apart from the rest of the body; for we actually tind meat-vendors 
selling the bodies of animals, limb by limh; and certainly the ‘ John! 
(Tail) could be obtained, by purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is 
it necessary that it should he obtained from the goat; as all that is laid 
down in the text is only the particular limb, ‘Tail.’ In fact, in the 
Aynishomiya also, it is quite possible for the ‘Heart’ ete. to be obtained 
by purchase or other ordinary means; though it is so, yet, in the case of 
these, as we tind their particular ‘class ’ and method of obtaining distinet- 
ly specified as ‘ by killing’ and all the rest,—we do not have recourse to 
purchase, or other ordinary means, for obtaining these. But in the 
case of the Tail we have no such means specified in tho scriptures. 

The word ‘Prakrti’ is meant to give an idea of the Darea-Pirna- 
HL, 

Thus then, it becomes established that the Jäyhani (Tail) is an 
accessory in the Putnisumyajus performed along with the Darga-Pirau- 
masa; and as such is to be used as an optional alternative for Butter. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


(The Joining together of the slabs should find a place among the 
Samsthds.) 


Sūtra (24): “The Joining Together should find a place in the 
‘original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
“ does not disappear.” 


We now proceed to consider the cases of conflict and non-contlict 
hetween Syntactical Connection and Context. 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find two slabs of stone laid 
lywn, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
und with reference to these stone-slabs, we have the declaration 
‘ Dirghasomé-suntrdydd-dhrtyai,’—that is, ‘having separated the two slabs: 
one should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti’ With refer- 
ence to the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ in this sentence, there arises a doubt, 
us to (a) whether it applies to the original sacrifice (the Jyot’shtoma), as 
indicated by the Context, (b) or it applies to such sacrifices us extend 
over longer periods of time, and as such not being compatible with the 
Context, has to be taken apart. On the point in question we can also take 
the following alternatives, (a) the word applies to the ./yotishtoma itself, 
(h) or to the Jyotishtoma ns performed by a tall (‘ Dirghu') yajamana, 
(cl or to the Uktha and other samsthas or parts (of the Jyoteush{oma), (d) or 
to the Satru and Ahinvu sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or 
to all sacrifices excepting the Aguishfomu SES) is the first sumsthā of 
the Jyotishtoma. 

On this question, we have the following 


PRELIMINARY PURVAPAKSHA. 


" (1) Because the word ‘ Diryhasoma ' is applicable to the Jyotishfoma 
“a8 Compared with such shorter sacrifices as the Ishji, the Pagit sacrifice, 
"` the Darvi-Homa and the like,—(2) because the purpose served by the 
` ‘joining together,’ the strength of the pounding slab, is quite applicable 
“ to the Jyotishtoma,—(3) because the Injunction of ‘ not-joining together ` 

“ could be taken as an. optional alternative (to the ‘ joining together ’),. 
“ Just like the alternatives of geiht and yava,—therefore, for the sake of 
“ the Context, the ' joining together’ should not be taken apart from it. 

‘t The example of the optional alternative of the ‘ Purchase,’ as 
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“ similar to the ‘joining together’ in question, has been cited (in the 
“ Bhashya), from the standpoint of the Parrapaksha, irrespective of the 
© Siddhantu view that the two alternatives are to be taken conjointly 
“ (nud not as optional alternatives) (and hence it should not be taken ag 
“involving a self-contradiction) ; nor is it necessary that all examples 
“should always be out of the Siddhanta ; because. any example, from 
" wheresvever obtained, . is equally useful in supplying the necessary 
“ information. 

“ Or, the expression ‘like Purchase’ may be explained only as an 
“instance of the nun-disuppearunce of usefulness, brought forward without 

“ any reference to the Injunction of ‘not-joining-together.’ | 

“In this case we would construe the Sūtra (and the Bhashya) i in the 
“ following manner: The objection being—‘Inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
“ toma sacrifice takes very little time to finish, there would not be much 
‘use in the said gotuiny together of the pounding slabs being done in 
“ connection with that sacrifice, -—-we have the reply—that does not much 
“ affect the question, as the joining together will still have its use, ‘like the 
“ Purchase. That is to say, the actual price of the Somu not being very 
“ much, and its purchase having been accomplished by the payment of 
“any one of the prescribed articles—cloth and the rest—in exchange, 
“one still gives to the owner all these articles, in keeping with the 
‘scriptural text laying down all these articles as to be given in exchange 
“ for the Soma; and though the payment of these iatter is not neces- 
“ sary, yet it is not altogether useless, serving the purpose of still further 

" winning the good graces of the owner; because it is well known that 

“ the scriptures declare the fact of ECH resulting from the pur- 
chase of Somu, if effected to the entire satisfaction of its original owner. 
“In the same manner, even though the ungoined slabs would be quite 
" efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyotishtoma, yet, inas- 
“ much as we are cognizant of the fact that the pounding done on the 
“ strengthened slubs brings about prosperity, the ‘ joining together,’ done 
“ in accordance with the sentence under consideration, would not be 
“ entirely useless (even in the Jyotishtoma). 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘joining together’ is not 
to be taken apart from the Context.” 


PRELIMINARY SIDDHANTA. 


Sätra (25): It should be taken apart; because of the mention 
of the speciality. 


On account of the Syntactial Connection of the ‘ joining together ` 
with the ‘ Dirghasoma,’ the former must be taken apart from the Context. 
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Because, an object is known as ‘long’ (Dirgha) only when it is 
compared with another thing of the same kind, which is shorter than 
itaelf, Consequently, one Soma-sacrifice could be known as ‘Long,’ only 
in comparison with another Soma-sacrifice; and it could not be spoken 
of, in comparison with such sacrifices as the Ishfi, the Pagu, the Durvi- 
homa and the like (which have no connection with Soma); because these 
latter do not belong to the same class (as the Jyotishfoma and the other 
Soma-sacrifices), and because they are not spoken of in the Context; 
and it is only when the two relative members of the comparison are 
mentioned that they are differentiated into the ‘ Long’ and the ‘ Short.’ 
—and in the case in question we do not find the [shti, etc. mentioned, 
in comparison with which the Jyotéshtoma could be spoken of as 
" Long.’ 

Objection: “ But the different Soma-sacrifices also are not men- 
tioned,” 

Reply: Though no Soma-sacrife is mentioned, yet in the first 
place, the ground of comparison lies in the fact of the members of the 
comparison belonging to the same class; and secondly, because of the 
peculiar relationship, of the qualification and the qualified, signified by 
the word ‘Dirgha-Soma,’ which denotes the fact of the sacrifice being 
‘long’ while belonging to the class ‘Som:,’ thereby serving to preclude 
only such ‘short’ sacrifices as belong to the same class. And then, 
when we come to consider which one of these Soma-sacrifices is the ‘long’ 
one, and in comparison with which it is ‘lo g, —we find that the Jyotish- 
foma is not ‘longer’ than any of them; and hence we come to take the 
word ‘ Dirgha-soma’ as referring to sacrifices other than the Jyotishtoma, 
And inasmuch as these other sacrifices are the first to be recognized as 
‘Long,’ the Joyfishtoma comes to be recognized as the lower basis of the 
comparison, 


Sutra (26): Objection: ‘The speciality could be taken as 
pertaining to the performer as it is upon him that it 
is. based.” 

“So long as we could interpret the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ in keeping 
“with the indications of the Context, it is not proper to entirely reject 
this Context. And as a matter of fact, we find that it can be taken as 
“ pertaining to the Performer. Nor would that make any difference in 
“ the accent, as regards the compound ; because in any case we have the 

“acute accent upon the last syllable; consequently we must expound 
“the compound. as the Genitive Tatpurusha (‘Dirghasya’ purushasya 
“Somak MA 3 

156 | | e 
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Sütra (27): Reply: It must pertain to the sacrifice; as, other. 
wise, the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable.] 


The epithet ‘ Long’ must pertain to the Sacrifice (and not to the 
Sacrificer); and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadharayn 
(‘Dirghagcisan somah’). 

Question: "7 What special reason have you got for taking the com- 
pound thus ? ” 


Answer: The chief reason is that it is only when the compound is 
thus explained that we have the direct significations of the component 
words ; otherwise (if the compound be taken as the Genitive Tatpurusha) 
one of the words qualifies something wholly different (namely the Sacri- 
ficer), and that would make the direct: primary significations of the words 
incompatible. 

Thus then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 
of Soma to be pounded, we come to desire much strength and durability 
in the pounding slab; and in that case the injunction contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would be found to serve a vis- 
ible purpose (that of making the slab strong by‘ joining together’ the 
two slabs), Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not serve 
any useful purpose. 

So also, the Arthuvida contained in the word ‘ Dhrtyat’ points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound. 


Thus then, it is only with regard to a case where we have doubts 
about the durability of the pounding slab, and fear its being broken 
asunder under the heavy pounding, that we can have the injunction in 
question (of carefully ‘joining together’ the two slabs), Otherwise the 
mere qualification of the sacrifice by specifying the Performer as ‘dirgha, 
i.e. tall, could only serve some purpose not perceptible to us; because, 
whether the Performer is tall or short, there is no perceptible difference 
in the form of the sacrifice itself. 


Then again, the specification of the sacrifice, through the Performer, 
would be extrancous to it, while that by itself would be more intimately 
related to it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the ‘joining together ` 
should be taken apart from the Jyotishtoma itself. 
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Sūtra (28): “In the case of (the word ‘Dirghasoma’ applying 

to) the Samsthas also, the mention of ‘Dhrtyai’ would be as 

inexplicable as in that of (the epithet ‘Dirgha’ belong- 
ing to) the Performer.” 


This Sütra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to the 
following argument of the Siddhdnia: lt is possible that the joining 
together’ may not find a place in the first Samstha—the Agnishtoma—of 
the Jyotishtoma; but it could pertain to the other samsthas—tho Ukthya 
and the rest;—which are ‘longer’ than the Aynishtoma, and by connecting 
with which, we keep onr interpretation in keeping with the Context, 
Yonsequently, we must take the ‘ joining together’ as finding a place in all 
the three samsthds; specially as the fact of the samsthds belonging to the 
same Context as the Jyotishtomu has yet to be refuted by the Samsthadhi- 
karana (I1I—vi—4l et seg.) Or, even if there be a distinct Context of 
the samstha@s,—then too, it would be only in those accessory details that 
are of use in the Agnishtoma, wherein the ‘joining together’ could be 
precluded, on account of the contradiction involved in the mixture of the 
necessary and the unnecessary qualifications. Consequently we must 
admit that the ‘joining together’ should have a place in the second and 
subsequent Samsthds (sections) of the Jyotishtoma. 

As against these arguments we have tho above sütra, which formu- 


lates the following ` 
FINAL PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Inasmuch as the quantity of soma used in every one of the sams- 
" thas is the same (as in the Agnishtoma), the work of the pounding too 
“in every one of these would be exactly similar; and hence the eulogy 
“i dhrtyai’ (ss bar the sake of making it strong and durable) would be as 
“useless in this interpretation, as in that in which the Perfomer (is held 
“ to be qualified by the epithet ‘ Dirgha’). 

“ That is to say, though the subsequent samsthds take a longer time 
“in performance (than the first samsthi), yet in every one of these, the 
“ quantity of soma pounded is only ‘ten-handfuls,’ as per injunction 
“ “daca mushtirmimité’ which is applied, by implication, to every one of 
“the samsthds of the Jyotishtoma, Thus then, the strength and dura- 
“ bility required (in the pounding slab) being the same in all cases, the 
“absence of perceptible use and the Arthavdda (in ‘dhrtydi’) remain as 
"“ mexplicable as in the former case. 

“It might be argued that—‘the quantity of soma in these latter 
“samsthas might undergo an increase, on account of the increase in the 
“number of offerings, and also because of the vessel, taken up for the hold- 
“ing of the soma-juice, not being small,’ 
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“ Bat this could not be; because we have the quantity of soma a precise. 
7 ly limited by the direst declaration that it should be ‘ten-handfuls of 
“such pieces as have three joints’; consequently, if there be found to be 
on an increase in the number of the offerings to be made, the quantity of 
“ the juice should be increased by the addition of water (and not i by taking 
“ more of the soma itself). 

“Thus then the EE of ‘ Dhrtyai’ being common in the 
“case of all sumsthds, the ‘joining together’ should be taken apart from 
“the later samsthds also (and hence from the whole Context of the Jyotish- 
“ foma). 

FINAL SIDDHANTA., 
(Sütra (29): It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest : because 
the significations of the words are quite applicable to them.| 

For reasons shown above, the‘ joining together’ should find a place in 
the samsthas of the Ukthya and the rest. And as an increase in the num- 
her of offerings would mean a corresponding increase in the quantity of 
the substance to be offered, the Arthavida (containedin the word ‘ dhrtyai’) 
would be quite explicable in this case. As for the assertion, that ‘the 
quantity of soma-juice would be increased by the addition of water, -—it is 
not admissible; because inasmuch as the sacrifice is laid down as to be 
performed with the soma, no other substance could rightly be added to it 
without the authority of a direct scriptural declaration to the effect. Conse- 
quently under such circumstances, it would be the quantity of the some 
itself that should have to be increased. But then, this increase cannot be 
either in the thickness of the bundles or in the number of joints (because 
of these two being restricted to ‘ten-handfuls ’ and ‘ three joints ’ respective- 
ly); consequently, the only way in which the quantity of soma-guice could 
be lawfully increased would be by getting hold of such pieces of the 
plant as have their joints at longer intervals than is ordinarily the case; 
and in this manner we would have increased the quantity, and yet kept 
within bounds of the restrictions as to the measure of the soma, and also 
preserved the compatibility of the Context and the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ 
because the ‘length’ of the pieces of the creeper would Justify us in call- 
ing the ‘soma’ itself ‘long.’ 


Stra (30): Objection : The eulogy would be equally negen 
in both cases.”] [Reply:] 

Sütra (81): It would be quite applicable (to the case of the 
samsthas); because of (the mentrictions) not being | univer- 
Sally applicable. | 
- Some people explain the word ‘anityutvdt’ as EE to the fact of 

the restrictions as to the quantity of soma not being always honoured. in 
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actual performance;—the sense being that the quantity of soma could be 
increased in ways other than that shown above. 

But this explanation cannot be admissible; becanse such increase 
would be impossible in the case of such sacrifices as the Sutra and the 
Ahina. Consequently the word ‘anttyaivat’ must be taken as referring to 
the absence of restrictions in regard to the exact quantity of soma to he 
used in the Abhydéha laid down in the sentence ‘ Avicishtdnamgiinabhyit- 
bei. 

Or the word may be taken as embodying the reply in accordance with 
the Sumsthadhikarana (IIlI1—vi—A4l et seq.),—to one who would bring for- 
ward against the Siddhant: the fact of his theory involving a contradic- 
tion of the Context ;—the sense of the reply being that the ‘nitya’ (Jyo- 
tishtoma) does not take in the Dirghasoma (on account of the sub-context of 
the samsthas being distinct from that of the Jyotishtoma itself). 

, In regard to the sentence ‘ trtiyasavané amguréko grhyaté,’ there is a 
difference of. opinion; as this ‘amçu’ (portion) has also got to be taken 
out of the same soma. Consequently the only means that we could rea- 
sónäbly have for the increasing of the soma would be by taking such 
pieces as have the joints at longer intervals. , 

For this reason also, the ‘joining together’ shoald find place in 
the later samsthäs (of the Jyottsh{oma). 

Then again, the place of the ‘joining together’ should be restricted to 
these samsthas alone, Because the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ applies to every one 
of the Soma-sacrijices, except the Agnishtoma; aud also because like the 
declaration ‘ ya tēna, ete.’ the word applies to the later samsthds (of the 
Jyotishtoma) as well as to the other Soma-sacrifices. 

That is to say, we find that in the sentence ‘ yu éléna anishted‘nyénn 
yajéta’ (‘one who should perform another sacrifice without having previ- 
ously performed this Agnishtoma sacrifice’), the word ‘anyéna’ refers, not. 
only to the later samsthds of the Jyotishtoma, but to all sacrifices other than 
the Aginshtoma; and in the same manner, the word ‘ Dirghasoma’ also 
would apply to all sacrifices other than the Agnishtoma; and as such it 
could not be restricted to the later samsthis alone, on the sole authority of 
the Context; specially as these samsthas, being the Vikrtis of the Jyotish- 
toma, could be completed by the help of the declaration ‘ Prakrtivadvikrtih 
kartavyā’; and as such having no requirements, they could not have a 
Context of their own. And further, we find that the ‘ joining together’ is 
not enjoined, after the mention of any such accessory of the Original sacrifice 
(Jyotishtoma) as has been taken up for the occasion; because it falls 
within the details of the Jyotishtoma which is the first to be enjoined. 

For the following reason also, there can be no distinct Context 
relating to the samsthds: In all cases the Context ceases on being inter- 
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rupted by something not connected with its subject; and hence when these 
{samsthas) have been once interrupted by the details of the Jyotishtoma, 
there is no idea of the continuous relationship of these (with the ‘ joining 
together ’). | 

That is to say, if the ‘joining together’ were mentioned in the sub. 
context (of the samsthas), after the Ukhtya and the other sumsthds had 
been enjoined, tlen we could have admitted of the Context (relating to 
these samsthas). As a matter of fact, however, we find that, in accordance 
with the Samstha@dhikaranu (11]—vi—4l et seq.), the continuity of the 
samsthās is broken by the intervening mention of such details of the 
Jyotishtoma as do not pertain to the samsthds; and hence the ‘joining to. 
gether’ cannot be said to be included in the Procedure of the samsthas, 
Consequently we have neither the authority of the Context, nor that of 
Position or Order, for taking the ‘joining together’ with the samsthas: 
and in fact, its connection with them is indicated by the Syntactcial Connec- 
tion (of the sentence under consideration); and we find that this sentence 
actually connects the ‘joining together’ as much with the samsthas as with 
all sacrifices other than the Jyotistoma, Consequently it must be taken as 
belonging to all the Soma-sacrifices (with the single exception of the 
Agqnishtoma). 


ADHIKARANA (12), 
[The prohibition of the Pravargy refers to the First Performance. | 


Sutra (82): “The sentence mentioning the number would apply 
to the whole sacrifice; because of the Context.” 


The Pravurgya is mentioned without reference to any particular sacri- 
fice, in the sentence ‘yat pravaryyam prarrnjanti’; and it is only by the 
uyntachicn) connection of such sentences as ‘ purastadupasadam pravargyan- 
caranti’tuat it becomes connected with a sacrifice; and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the Jı yotishtoma, in accordance with D KLANG 
specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice that the Upu- 
sads are laid down; and by the time that these would go over to the 
vikrtis, on the strength of Inference, the Pravargya would also go to them. 
It is for this reason that the Bhāshya has said—Jyotishtomé prarargyam 
prakrtya gruyaté (though in reality the Pravargya is not mentioned in the 
Context of Jyotishtoma). 

Or it may be that,—inasmuch as in the Kaushitaki-Brahmana, it is 
in the, Jyutishtoma-Context that we find the Pravargya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,—the Bhdshya-statement is based upon a refer- 
ence to this fact. 

In regard to this Pravargya, it is declared— ‘na prathamé yajné 
pravrnjyat’ (‘one should not perform the Pravargya in the first sacrifice ’ ). 

And with reference to this last sentence there arises a donbt as to 
whether the expression ‘First Sacrifice’ refers to the Jyotishtoma with all 
its samsthds and all its various developments, or to only the first perform- 
ance of that sacrifice. 

And on this, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“(1) Because the expression is co-extensive with ‘sacrifice’; (2) 
“becanse the word prathama (‘first’) is distinctly found to be synony- 
“mous with the ‘ Jyotishtoma, as found in the sentence ‘ësha vava pra- 

“thamd yajnindm yajjyotishtomah’; (3) because the sentence ‘ya Zeg 
“anishtod, etc.’ shows that the Jyotishtoma is the sacrifice to be performed 
“before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘ First’ applies to 
“ that sacrifice; (4) and because of the indications by the Context (in which 
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“ the sentence under consideration occurs),—[the expression ‘First Sacri. 
“ fice’ should bo taken as referring to the whole of the Jyntishfoma’. 

“ Objection : ‘If we take the expression asreferring to the First Per- 
as formance of the Jyotishtoma (viz. the Agnishtoma) only, that also would 
“be quite in keeping with the Context.’ 

“ Reply: How could that be in keeping with the Context, when even 
“though the Prohibition ‘of the Pravargya, like the prohibitions of the 
“ Homa, Dana, Paka, etc., for the initiated person applies, through Context, 
“to the whole of the Jyotishtoma,—yet, by syntactical connection, it is 
“ sought to be taken along with only one performance of it (the First), and 
“the Context is left wholly inoperative P S 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, the fact of the prohibition in 
“question applying to the whole Jyotishtoma is also indicated by Syntactical 
“ Connection; and then, if there were any sacrifice capable of being per- 
“formed first (i.e. even before the Jyotishtoma),—then alone could the 
“ Prohibition not be taken as pertaining exclusively to the Jyotishfomua. 
“As a matter of fact, however, there is no such other sacrifice; conse- 
“quently, the Syntactical Connection could not but be taken as referring 
“to the Jyotishtoma, which is found to be the only sacrifice capable of 
“first performance; and this not affecting the Context adversely, would 
“it still involve its contradiction ? 

“For these reasons, for the sake of the Context also, it must be 
“admitted that the sentence in question, containing the mention of the 
“number ‘first,’ refers to the Jyotishtoma.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (33): It (the ‘ First’) is conditionally relative, through 
the connection of the Performer ; because the Indicative Power 
(of the word) is actually determined by that. 


If the word ‘ Prathama’ (‘First’) were a uame of the Jyotishtoma it- 
self, then what has been said in the Pirvapaksha would be quite admis- 
sible. Asa matter of fact, however, it is found to be expressive of the 
Perfor mance, 

That is to say, what the word ‘ Prathama’ actually denotes is tha’ 
operation of the Performer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
any particular Action ; and it is only by its connection with the said opera- 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also; but this too would 
d be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 

that pointed out, Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyotishtoma ), heis not spoken 
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of as ‘performing the first’; noris one, who is not actually per forming 
a sacrifice, called ‘ the performer of the first sacrifice.’ 

Thus then, the word ‘ First’ having been shown to be denotative of the 
first operation, if it be applied, by indirect indication, to that which has 
that (firstness) as its qualification (the Jyotishtoma sacrifice f. i.), then 
that would involve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases where 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible withont it ;~e.g. in the 
sentence ‘sha väva prathamo yajndnim, ée, In the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘First’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya) ; consequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply it to the sacrifice (Jyotishtoma), even in course of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrificer) would be 
very much remoter indeed ! 

Objection: “In that case the Seat performance of any and every 
“sacrifice would come to be the condition of the Prohibition in ques- 
tion. " 

Reply: Such would have been the case, if the sentence in question 
were an Injunction, As a matter of fact, however, it is a Prohibition; 
and as such requires a declaration of the possibility of that which it 
prohibits; and not finding any possibility of the performance of the 
Pravargya, either in the ordinary actions of the world, or in the course 
of such Vedic actions, as Study of the Vedas, Kindling of the Fire, Agni- 
hotra, Darça-Pürnamāsa, and the like, —it naturally leaves these actions 
alone, and betakes itself to the Soma-sacrifices, through the capability 
(of these latter, of having the Pravargya performed in their wake), And 
among these too, it is to the Jyotvshtoma that it betakes itself, in accor- 
dance with the law of the Andrabhyavdda; and of that again, only to 
the very first performance, because of the word ‘ prathama.’ 

Consequently the relative term ‘ First’ must be taken as with refer- 
ence to the second and subsequent performances of the same sacrifice 
(the Jyotishfoma); as these would be most near the First Perfor- 
mance, as well as of the same kind with it. Otherwise, if it were made 
relative to other sacrifices further removed from the First Performance 
(of the Tyotishtoma), then that would involve a great remoteness of the 
relationship. ` 

For these reagons, we must reject the Context, and taking our stand 
upon Syntacticnl Conneetion, hold the Prohibition of the Pravargya to 
apply to the First Performance only of the Jyotishtoma (i.e. sonly to the 
Agnishtoma-portion of it). 
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In the Taittiriya text, we find a further Injunction of the Pravargya, 
in the sentence ‘ Agnishtomé pravrnakti.’ With regard to this there is a 
diversity of opinion. : 

(1) Some people declare thus: “If this further Injunction be taken 
as referring to the Second and subsequent performances, then, inasmuch 
as we have never found any Prohibition of the Pravargya with reference 
to these performances (the aforesaid Prohibition distinctly referring to the 
‘First Performance’), the injunction of its performance in connection 
with the other performances would be contained in the previous sentence, 
‘yat pravaryayam pravrnjanti’; and the further Injunction would be a 
useless repetition. Consequently it must be taken as referring to the 
First Performance (of the Jyotishtoma); and thus the Prohibition under 
question, being set aside by this subsequent Injunction, would find scope 
for itself in the ‘first performance’ of another sacrifice (other than the 
Agqntshtoma).” 

But this is not admissible; because the DEER exists as the sams- 
tha (the first to be performed), in connection with other sacrifices also. 
Nor is the epithet ‘first’ free to be applied to any sacrifice ; because we 
have the Direct Declaration—‘ Ya éténa anishfva, etc.’—which restricts it 
to the Jyotishtoma alone,—and the name ‘ Prathamayajnah’ (‘First sacri- 
fice’) means ‘that sacrifice which is the first to be performed,’ and as 
such cannot apply to any sacrifice other than the Jyotishtoma. 

(2) In view of this, some people offer the following explanation : 
“The Prohibition applies to the ‘first performance’ of the Atiratra-sec- 
ison of the Jyotishfoma, and the subsequent Injunction applies to the 
Agnishtoma. Because the Atsrātra also is laid down, as the ‘firat to be 
performed ’ in certain cases, in the sentence ‘Tasmat prathamam yajamano 
tivdtréna yaéta.’ Thus then, we find that the Prohibition (referring, in 
general terms, to the ‘ First performance’) is common to both (the Atiratra 
and the Agnishtoma), while the later Injunction applies particularly to 
the Agntshtoma only; consequently in regard to this latter sacrifice, it is 
the Injunction that is the more authoritative. ” 

But even this explanation is not admissible; because, inasmuch as 
the name ` Agnish{oma’ also is commonto many other performances and 
sacrifices, the Injunction in question cannot but be regarded as common 
to all these (and not particularly to the Agnishtomu of the Jyotish{oma). 

(3) In view of all this, the third alternative proposed is the follow- 
ing: The Prohibition of the Pravargya is always applicable to the ‘first 
performance’ of the Atirātra, and being alternatively optional with regard 
to the E in connection with this latter, it is both prohsbited and 
enjoined. 


- Against this ex planation, some people bring forward the following 
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objections : “ What is here said would have been quite possible, if the 
‘sentence ‘na prathamayajné, etc.’ were a real Prohibition ; as a matter of 
“fact, however, all such sentences are mere Paryudāsas (partial preolu- 
€ sions), as will be shown, in Adhyaya X, under the sétra ‘apivd vakya- 
4 geshak syät’ ; and we find that the sentence does not form part (syntacti- 
“ cally) of the sentence dealing with the Agnishtoma. If the sense of the 
“ sentence be explained as that ‘the Prarargya is to be performed in that 
“ Agnishtoma which te not the first to be performed’ (the ‘na’ being taken 
“with ‘ prathamayayné,’ and not with ‘pravrnjanti’),—then, inasmuch as 
“this performability will have been laid down in that general Injunction 
“ (‘yat pravargyam pravrnjanti’), its injunction in yet another sentence 
“(t Agnishtomé pravrnakiz’) would be altogether useless. Consequently, 
“the sentence (‘xa prathamayajné, etc.’) must be taken as connected with 
“(and following in the wake of) the said general Injunction,—thereby mean- 
“ ing that ‘the pravargya that is performed should be in that which is wot- 
“ first’; and thereby the upshot of it comes to be that the prohibition of 
“the Pravargya applies to the Atirdtra. Then again, one and the same 
‘sentence cannot be taken as connected with both the sentences (relating 
“to the Aiiratra and the Agnishtoma); as it has all its requirements 
“fulfilled by the connection of a single sentence, Thus then, there being 
“no exception to the Injunction of the Pravargya in connection with the 
“ Agnishtoma, it should be performed, without fail, along with that sacri- 
“fice (and not optionally as explained above).” 

To these objections, the following reply is given: What is here de- 
clared would have heen quite possible, if the sentence in question were a 
Paryudasa (partial preclusion) ; but as a matter of fact, it cannot be a 
Paryudasa ; as in that case, it could not be taken as connected (syntactically) 
with another sentence; while such connection of it you have yourself 
proved, with reference to the sentence mentioning the Agnishtomu:; and as 
regards the sentence mentioning the Atirdtra, it would be connected with 
this sentence also, if it were uttered at the time of the fulfilling of the re- 
quirements of the Procedure of the Atirdira; but this you have omitted 
to mention. And as a matter of fact, the method of the injunctions of all 
simsthas is similar; and we do not find any prohibition in the sub-con- 
text,and the sentence cannot be taken as connected with the words 
‘Prakytived vikrtth kartavyā’ as used with reference to the Atiratra, which 
is separated from it by the intervention of all the other sentences dealing 
with the Jyotishtoma. Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a 
Prohibition (and not as a Parynddsa), exactly like the sentence—' the Pra- 
yãjas are not performed along with the Pagu-sacrifice.’ 

Objection: “Even if it were a Prohibition, it could only be taken as 
“applying to the original sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma).” 
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Reply: Such would be the case, only if its application to the Modi. 
fications were not possible; as a matter of fact, inasmuch as such ap- 
plication depends solely upon the possibility of the performance, it occurs 
in both (the original sacrifice as well as its modifications), irrespective of 
the fact of its applying to the one by Direct Injunction, and to the 
other by Indirect Implication; and in support of this we could bring 
forward the contention contained in the Sätra II—vi—2. 

Objection: “ What you assert could be reasonable, only if it served 
“ the same purpose in connection with both (the Original and its Modifica- 
"“ tion); as a matter of fact, however, it serves distinct purposes ; as with 
“reference to the Original (Jyotishtoma) it is wholly optional; while with 
“ reference to the Afiratra, the Prohibition is absolutely necessary.” 

Reply: It is not so; as it will be shown under the sütra—' Prati- 
cadhak pradécé ‘nfirabhyavidhang ca praptapratishiddhatvdd vikalpah syit' 
(X—viii—1). Then again, inasmuch as a Prohibition of that whose perfor- 
mance is not possible without a scriptural Injunction, would not be possible, 
without having presupposed the possibility of such performance,—the 
Prohibition itself would necessitate the assumption of the said Injune- 
tion. And if the existence of this latter be once accepted, then, inas- 
much as both the Injunction and the Prohibition would be equally scrip- 
tural, both would be equally authoritative; and consequently there would 
always be an option with regard to the Atirātra. ‘Thus then, on account 
of the fact of its being mentioned twice, and of the difference in the time 
of the application of the Direct Declaration and the Indirect Implication, 
tt would be by far the most reasonable to take the Prohibition as pertain- 
ing to the Original sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma). 

Objection: “Such being the case, inasmuch as the injunction (of 
“the Pravargya) in connection with the original sacrifice would have 
“been supplied by the sentence—‘ aynishtomé pravrnakit’ —the former 
“sentence (‘yut pravargyam pravrnjanti’) which does not occar in the con- 
“text of any particular sacrifice, would be totally useless,” 

= Reply: This objection does not hold; because while this latter sen- 
tence (‘yat pravargyam, etc’) would serve as the Originative Injunction 
(of the Pravargya), the other sentence (‘ Agnishtomé pravrnakti’) would 
lay down its particular application (thus serving as its Viniyogavidhi) ; 
and thus there would be two distinct purposes served by the two sentences. 
Or, the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc.’ could he taken as serving the pur- 
pose of laying down the Pravargya in connection with the geg other 
than the Agni teg 
` Objection: “Tn that case, the sananta jai pravargyam, etc,” wail 
H be swallowed up by the subsequent sentence (‘ Agnishtomë, etc.’).” 
Reply: Such swallowing or recapitulation would be hy no means pos- 
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sible. ` Because only that general assertion is swallowed up by the particular 
one, which, by itself incapable of being directly connected with a sacrifice, 
happens to be, somehow or other, connected with it indirectly,—e.g. the 
number ‘seventeen’. While in the case in question we find that the sen- 
tence ‘ yat.pravargyam, etc., by itself, is capable of being directly connected 
with the sacrifice ; and as such, it does not deserve to be swallowed up. For 
this reason too, it would appear to pertain to the modifications (of the 
Jyotishtana), And in that case, the sentence ‘na prathamayajné’ could 
very well be taken along with the sentence ‘yat pravargyam, etc.’ ; and 
consequent! y, the non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely 
necessary, in connection with the first performance of the Attrétra; while 
in connection with the Agnishtoma, it would be its performance bak would 
he absolutely necessary ` as in regard to this latter, the Pruvargya forms 
the object of the sole Injunction (‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’); specially as it has 
already been shown that the Prohibitive sentence (‘na prathamayajne, 
etc,’) is not capable of being taken along with the sentence dealing 
with the Aguishtoma (‘ Agnishtomé, ete. `). 

The following conclusious ave what appear to be the ontcome of all 
this disenssion: The sentence ‘ yah pravargyam, etc.’ does not betake itself 
to any where else except the original sacrifice. For if it did so, it would be- 
take itself also to the Ishti, Pagubandha and the other wholly heterogeneous 
sacrifices, which as a matter of fact it cannot do; as in that case the 
restriction of its position, in the sentence ` purast@dupasadam’ (before the 
L'pasads), would not be compatible; consequently it could apply only to 
that sacrifice where we could have the Upasads; so, on account of the 
difference in the time of the possibility of its performance,—inasmuch 
as we have the Upasads in the original (./yofishtoma) sacrifice,—the 
Prauvurgya would apply to it, even without the further declaration (in the 
sentence ‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’); and it does so all the more, because of this 
additional Direct declaration, And we have already shown under the 
 Caturdha-karanddhikarana’ (III —i—23 et seq.), that there is a swallow- 
ing up of such sentences, even when their relationship to a generic factor 

18 distinctly cognisable. 

For these reasons, the two sentences being an Originative Injunction 
and an Injunction of Application respectively, ney cannot be taken as the 
mere repetitions of each other. 

Such being the case, the sentencer would be actnally connected with 
those sacrifices, in whose Context the Pravargyu will be fonud to be men- 
tioned, . Thus then, if out of both the sentences (‘yak pravargyam, etc.’ and 

‘ Agnishtomé, etc, "1 we could get the same sense that ‘the Pravaryya is to be 
performed in the Agnishtoma,’—then these would be quite reconcilable 
with the sentence ‘na prathamayajhé, etc.,’ which latter would mean that 
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‘the Pravargya is to be performed in that Agnishtomu which de not the first 

to be performed,’ and. thus this latter sentence being a Paryuddea, th, 
non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely necessary in all 
‘First Performances. ’ 

For these reasons, we must explain the Siddhānta in the following 
manner: The sentence ‘yah pravargyam, cic.’ having been shown to be 
applicable to the original sacrifice, the sentence ‘Agnishtomë pravrnakt: ' 
found to be of no other use, comes to be taken as calculated to serve the 
purpose of pointing out the occasional allowability of what has been pro. 
hibited (the sense of the sentence being that though the performance of 
the Pravargya has been prohibited in regard to all ‘ First Performances’ ,. 
yet if it be performed along with the Agnishtoma, which also is a ‘ First 
performance’, that would be allowable). 

Objection : “It has been shown above that the sentence ‘nu prathanu- 
yajné etc,’ is not a prohibition.” 

Reply: We take it as a prohibition, for the purpose of making out 
some nse for the sentence ‘ agntshtomé, etc.’; and specially as it has been 
shown that the sentence cannot be taken as Paryuddsa, along with this 
latter sentence. Nor docs the sentence ‘ yah pravargyam, etc.’ apply only to 
those sacrifices that are not Agnishtoma ; when tho sentence could be taken 
asa Puryudasa referring to that. Consequently both the sentences must 
be taken as applying to the Agnishtoma. 

Consequently, even if the sentence under consideration be a Paryudasa, 
yet, on account of the denotative power of the two sentences, we must 
accept both (performance and uon-performance of the Pravargya) 
optional alternatives. Because, if we had its performance in all cases (in 
accordance with the Injunction ‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’), then the Paryuddsa (‘na 
prathamayajné, etc.’) would become wholly useless; while if we had no 
performance of it at all (in accordance with this latter sentence), then the 
former [ujunction would be useless. 

Thus then, we find that the necessity of taking the two as optiona! 
alternatives, for fear of which you had recourse to the theory of Paryudasa, 
is found to remain also when the Paryudāsa is accepted. Consequently, 
it is far more reasonable to accept the sentence as a Prohibition, as is in- 
dicated by the words themselves, 

Thus then, we come to conclude that it is in the First Performance of 
the Agnishtoma that we have both optional alternatives (the Prohibition 
applying to it on account of its being a ‘first performance,’ while the 
Injunction does so on account of its being the Agnishtoma). Then too 
when we meet with such a declaration, as—‘ fa Grotriya happens to be 
. a Teacher of Vedas, he must perform the Pravargya’ ;—then in that case 
inasmuch as the sentence (‘ Agnishtomé, etc.’) which makes the Pravargya- 
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performance allowable in the Agnishtoma, and which is the sole ground 
for the optional alternative, comes to refer to a particular perfor- 
met (the Crotriya who is a teacher of Vedas),—the optional alternative 
(that of the performance of the Pravargya in the Agnish(oma) would hold 
good only for that performer; while for all others, the only course 
admissible would be never to perform the Pravargya in the Agnishtoma. 

Question: “Is a non-Grotriya (one who has not read the Veda) ever 
“entitled to the performance of Vedic sacrifices,—that it should have 
“ been considered necessary to qualify the performer as ‘a Crotriya’?” 

Answer: It is quite true that when a word is found to express something 
that is already known, the use of that word, for the sake of expressing 
that alone, is considered useless; consequently the force of the word 
‘Crotriya ` must be taken as pointing to the eacellent Crotriya; eg. 
in the sentence ‘the girl should be given to a handsome man,’ the word 
‘handsome’ is taken in the sense of ‘handsomer.’ The mention of the word 
‘antcaina’ (Teacher of Vedas) is meant to preclude the Vatgya and 
the Kshattriya; as, though they are entitled to be Crotriyas, yet they can 
never be ‘ Teachers.’ 

What has been said above applies to the case of the Atirdtra also, 
Jn this case we find that the prohibition ‘na prathamayajné, etc.’ is quite 
applicable to it; and then not being Agnishfoma, it is not subject to the 
declaration of the allowability of the performance (in the sentence ‘ Agnish- 
lome, etc’); consequently it comes to be concluded that the ‘ Pravargya 
should never be performed in the Atirdira,’ 

As for the other modifications (of the Jyotishtoma), inasmuch as 
none of these would be ‘first performances,’ the Prohibition could not. 
apply to them; and hence it would be absolutely necessary to perform 
the Pravargya in connection with these. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Prohibition ‘na prathamayajné, ete.’ 
“would indirectly apply to those other modifications as well,—and 
“they would not have the character of the Aynishjoma, which is the only 
“ condition of the allowability of the Pravargya-performance,—there should 
“never be a performance of the Pravargya, at the first performances of 
“ these sacrifices,” 

Reply: It is not so; because the word ‘prathama’ (‘First’) by it- 
self, applying to that which precedes all others, could never apply (even 
indirectly) to those modifications, 

Thus then, it is established that the Prohibition contained in the 
sentence under consideration (‘na prathamayajné etc,’) refers to the First 
performance of the simple Jyotishtoma by itself. 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
(The grinding of Pisha’s share is to be done at the Vikrti sacrifices. ] 


Sutra (84): The grinding of Pusha’'s share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes; because it is not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes. 


[In connection with the Darga-Parnamasa, we find the sentence 
Tusmat Pasha prapishtabhagahk, adatko hi sah (‘Thus then Pushan has his 
share ground, because he is without teeth’); and in regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether this grinding is to be done in the 
Vikrtt sacrifice or in the Prakrti.) And on this question we have a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context; and hence, in 
accordance with the ‘ Law of the Joining-together,’ I1]—ini—24 et seq.), 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhikaruna. 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
[The Grinding of Pusha’s share applies only to the Rice.] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sūtra (35): “The grinding applies to all offering materials 
equally ` because of non-distinction.” 


[“ Whatever may be the particular material to be offered to Pushan, 
be it Rice, or Cake, or the Animal Body,—it is necessary to grind it; as 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Gandur 
as to the particular material to which it should apply.”] 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stitra (86): But it should apply to the grain only; because 
in the case of the Cake, it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it; and in the case of the animal 
body, it could not apply to it, because of incongruity. 


Some people might urge that--“ Inasmuch as the Cake could be 
made even if the grinding done were of the ordinary kind (not the Vedic 
ono), the Vedie grinding could uot be necessarily implied by the very 
nature of the Cake and the purpose served by the yrindiny (as declared 
in the Suira).” 

To this we make the following reply: By the word ‘arth’ we 
mean the help accorded to the original sacrifice; of this help, in the ori- 
ginal sacrifice, the means of accomplishment has been found to consist of 
the grinding; and this previously-coguised grinding implies the same in 
the Oake also. 

In the case of the animal body, there would bo a deficiency in the 
character of the Primary offering. Because the primary offering has 
been recognized as being in the shupe of the Heart, etc.; and this could 
be done only by cutting these limbs out of the body. But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Even though it might be possible to make those shapes ont of the 
pounded mass of flesh, yet in this case the names ‘ Heart.’ and the rest 
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would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only secondarily,— 
just like the name ‘gavaya’ to the animal made of clay; and thai 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body’; and when the Heart, ete, have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. | 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or Rice), 
that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering material, 
and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served by it; conse. 
quently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken ax 
applying to the Grain. 

Objection: “ Inasmuch as the condition that has been laid down for 
“the grindiny—viz. the absence of teeth—is applicable to all kinds of 
“ offerings, the grinding in question becomes applicable to the Cake and 
“the Animal Body also, the Cuttings of the Pieces and its attendant 
‘accessories should be offered after being ground down (the grinding 
“being done after the limbs have been cut out). Nor do we find the 
“ grinding ‘ necessarily implied’ (in the case of the Cake) or ‘ incompat- 
“ ible’ (in the case of the Animal body).” 

Reply: Inasmuch as the actual offering of the limbs is laid down as 
following immediately after their cutting out, it could not be proper to inter- 
rapt this immediate sequence by bringing in the grinding in the middle; 
specially as the sentence ‘ because he is without teeth,’ which appears to 
be the statement of a reason, is meant to be a mere Praise, as we shall 
show later on, 

Consequently, the Injunction must be taken to be of the grinding of 
that alone which happens to be in due order for it. 

When the sentence under consideration is taken with reference to 
each of the three kinds of offering materials, it leads to the following 
conclusions: (1) in regard to the Cake, being necessarily implied by its 
usefulness, the mention of grinding would be the mere recalling of a previ- 
ous fact; (2) in regard to the Grain, it would serve as laying down the 
allowability of the grinding in this particular case (of the offering being | 
meant for Püshan); (3) and in regard to the Animal-Body, it could only 
be taken as the injunction of something wholly new, And certainly, a 
single sentence could never be rightly taken in three diverse forms. 
Consequently, it being necessary to take it in a single form; we naturally 
accept the second of the above three forms; because it is the simplest of 
the three, and serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

Thus then it is established SES the gr inding applies to the Grain 
only. 
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Satra (871): Objection: “In the case of the Grain also.” 


| [1n the case of the Grain also, we find that the word ‘ Caru’ (‘ cooked 
grain’) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and cooked ; 
and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, not 
distinct grains, but a single mass of cooked flour, which would lead to as 
great an ‘incongruity’ as the grinding of the Animal Bad, 


Sütra (38): Reply: “Not so; because it is the name of a pecu- 
| liarly-cooked preparation.” 


There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of the Grain. Because 
the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience; and it is 
a matter of ordinary experience that it is a certain cooked preparation 
that is called ‘Quru’ (cooked grain). 

That is to say, though the word ‘Caru’ is used in the sense of the 
‘}ooked rice’ and ‘ Caru-bread,’—yet inasmuch as one and the same word 
could not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word ‘Qaru’ as signifying that element which is common to the 
‘cooked rice’ and the ‘ bread’; and that element consists in the fact of the 
(L) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) in that 
of its being hot inside, and (3) in that of its being thoroughly well 
cooked. 

The Bhaishya says— pukshoktam phalum’—(‘the use of the inquiry lies 
m what has been shown to be the conclusion in each case, --according to 
the Pirvoupaksha the grinding is done to all offering materials, while 
according to the Siddhdntu, it is done to the Caru only’). But this is 
not much of a use explained, as regards the Pirrapaksha,—the principal 
end of which lies, not in the application of grinding to the Cake, but 
in that of applying it to the Animal Body,—thongh, it is true, that the 
case of both is almost identical. 
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ADHIKARANA (15). 


(The Grinding of Pusha’s Share finds place only in that Qaru which is 
dedicated to Pūshan alone. | 


Sutra (39): (There should be a grinding of the Caru) only 
when there is one (Deity); because (the mention of 
grinding is) connected with one (Deity) only. 


Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Grinding is to 
be done also when tho offering of that Caru is meant for two Deities— 
Indra and Pushan,—or only when it is meant for Pushan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Qaturdha- 
karana ` and the ‘ Indrapitu’ Adhikarana (1I1---i--26 et seq., and UL 
—27 et seq.),—we (omit the Pairvapaksha and) start off with the -- 


SIDDHANTA. 


Inasmuch as we find the sentence, under consideration, which lays 
down the yrinding, speaking of Pishan alone as having his ‘share ground, 
the Grinding would apply to that Qaru alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant for) Pūshan only. 


Sütra (40): Also because of the incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other Com), 


For the following reason also, the grinding should be done only to that 
Carew which is meant for Pishan alone :—In the case of the Caru meant 
for two deities (Pashan and Indra), would you grind the whole of it or 
only half? If the latter, then the cooking of it would be deranged; and 
if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. 

That is to say, if only half of the Caru were ground and the other 
half left unground, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; consequently, if the whole thing would be 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would be ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked (before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground-half would become melted off in a 
single mass (of flonr), A careful and neat method of cooking makes even 
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a ‘cooked rice’ of the ground grain also; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the Parvapaksha). It might be 
suggested that, the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half-cooked, then the 
ground half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
hy the same time). Bnt in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of the offering material (meant for the two deities eonjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the sake of Pishan, Indra’s share were 
also ground, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up; and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to be offered to another, that would 
mean a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

Objection: “ What yon say now would apply to your theory also, as 
regards those offerings that are meant for two Deities conjointly. Be- 
“canse in the case of the Caru, or the Animal Body, or the Cake, being 
‘offered to two Deities,—before the offering is actually made, there is one 
‘whole mass of the substance to be offered; and thus certainly there is n 
“ mixture of the portions of varions Deities. And in fact you admit of 
“this mixing up of the portions, —on the ground that there is no incon- 
“gruity in the mixed-up offerings being simultaneously made to the joint 
“Deities? | 

Reply: This non-ineongruity would he possible ouly in such cases 
where the sacrificial Details are such as are calenlated to help in the 
bringing about of the sacrificial Apirva (as we hold the grinding to be): 
as for you, on the other hand, you hold this grinding to be something 
pertaining to the Deity (Piishan). 

That is to say, for us the Grinding is meant to be an aid in the bring- 
ug abont of the Apirve of that sacrifice which has Püshan for its Deity ; 
aud hence, inasmuch as such an Apirca would not be possible in the ease 
of a sacrifice which would have two Deities, Grinding conid never apply in 
such cases. Iu fact, in the case of other kinds of offering materials also 
meant for two Deities, the conditions are the same (e, the peculiarities 
in the material ave mennt to aid in the bringing about of the particular 
Apürvus); and as such the Deity is always the secondary clement. Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as there can be no repetition of the Principal factor for 
the sake of the secondary, it is held that even in such cases (of two Deities) 
the actual offering is made once only; and hence the Portions of all the 
Deities (jointly) being offered all at once, there is no harm done by the 
misture (in the final Apirva, which is the only result of the offering, 
according to our view). For yon, on the other hand, it is not possible to 
speak of the grinding as we have done (Ge, as helping in the bringing 
about of the Apiirva); and hence you must take it as due to the particu- 
lar Deity, And in that case, the Deities being the Principal clement, 
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each would want its portion separately ; and the offering also would have 
to be made accordingly. And from the very beginning, it has been a 
settled fact that there is only one Portion (that meant for Pāshan) that 
has to be ground; and thus there would be the anomaly in cooking (as 
‘shown above). 

It may be suggested that—* even that portion which is meant to be 
“in whole grains of rice could be ground down, for the sake of the nni- 
'“ formity in cooking.” 

But in reply to this, we urge the following Saat Until the 
Portions have been differentiated out of the whole mass of substance, we 
do not know how much of it is the portion of which Deity ; and as such till 
then there is no harm done by the mixing oan of the Portions. But when 
the differentiation has been made, inasmuch as the Portions could not be 
mixed up again unless we actually had a text authorizing such mixing up, 
it becomes absolutely necessary to offer the Portions separately: and in 
that case, if the portion of one Deity were offered to another, there would 
he a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

Nor could it be urged that the two portions (the ground and the 
unground) would be cooked in separate vessels. Because the Veda lays 
down the Qaru as the material to be offered, in the words ‘ Carum, ete.’ 
where ‘ Carum’ being the object enjoined, its number (the singular) could 
not but be regarded as significant; consequently if it were put into two 
vessels, there would be two Carus, which would involve a contradiction of 
the said scriptural text. | 

Thus then we conclude that the grinding could not but be incongruons, 
as regards the ‘Qaru’ meant for two Deities ; and consequently it should 
not be performed in the case of such Carus, 

[But npon the above we have the following arguments for the 


PURVAPAKSHA.] 


Sütra (41): “Even in a case where Piishan is coupled with 
“another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the 
“presence of that Deity (Péshicn) is the only condition 
“(laid down for it).” 


“We could have the grinding even in those cases where we had 
“ Pashan coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid 
“down either for that offering which is meant for Pashan alone, or for 
“that which forms part of the sacrifice to Pishan ;—then,. in that case, 
“there could have been no grinding in regard to the Qaru meint for two 
“ Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose. As 
“a matter of fact, however, we find that the only condition: Jaid down 
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“for the Grinding is the presence of Piishan, and not any substance 
“ qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmuch as the character of the Deity 
“af a sacrifice is pervasive (that is, the Deific character pervades as one 
“ complete whole over both Deities in a T'wo-Deity sacrifice), though 
u the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Piishan) could not be 
“ spoken of as ‘one qualified hy Pishan as its Deity,’ yet by this it is not 
vn meant that either Pūshan, or his Portion, does not exist in connection 
‘with that sacrifice; as will be declared in connection with the Manota 
“(in Adhyayu X) that ‘though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
“mean that he does not inhere in it.’ Consequently, even if the deific 
“character does not belong to Piishan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
“ sacrifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presence of 
“ Pūshan, even when the Quru would be meant for two Deities (Indra and 
“Pashan),-—it. is always cognized that half of it is the portion of 
“ Pishan alone, im accordance with the conclusion arrived at under 
“ Sutra X—iii—53; and thus when we would come to do the grindiny of 
“this portion of the Caru, then, in accordance with the ‘Law of 
“ Kansyabhoju’ (which makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat ont 
“of the Kansya vessel, for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance 
“which makes it necessary for him to eat out of such vessel, and for 
“ whom it is necessary to eat only of what has been left by his Teacher), 
“as the condition of even that which may be the secondary factor might 
‘affect that of the other, the Portion of the other Deity also would come 
“to be ground, (for the sake of the grinding of Pūsha’s portion); and 
“there would be nothing objectionable in this. If, however, it be found 
“undesirable to do something (the grinding of Indra’s portion) not 
“directly laid down, and it be concluded to grind only the Half meant for 
" Piishan,—even then, the proper cooking of both (the ground and the un- 
“ground grain) could be done by some clever stroke of the culinary art. 
“Or, we could very legitimately do away with the necessity of the minor 
" details of the fact of the cooking of both being simultaneous, or that of 
“both being cooked in the same vessel; and thus we should do the 
“grinding (of Pasha’s portion even in the case of the Qaru being meant 
“for both Indra and Pishan). 

“Tt has been argued above (under Sütra 39) that ‘the Laws of the 
" Ohaturdhikarann and that of Indrapita would apply to the case in ques- 
“tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
“words of the sentence laying it down).’ And to this we make the 
“following reply: As for the compound (in ‘ Indrapita’) and the word 
formed, by a nominal affix (ie. ‘ Agnéya"), these can never appear in 
“connection with such words as are incapable of affording the sense 
“required ; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
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“ admit the capability of the word expressive of one Deity referring to 
“that which belongs to two Deities. That is to say, in the case of the 
“ words £ Agnéya’ and ‘Indrapita,’ we find that they are fully capable of 
“ roferring to Agni and Indra respectively, and as such cannot in any case 
“ refer to that which belongs to two Deities; but in the sentence under 
“ consideration we tind that the word ‘ Pusha’ does not occur in a com- 
“ pound, (and hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it): 
“ hence even though the compound ‘Prupishtabhagah’ is dependent upon 
‘ something else, yet a reference to the Caru meant for two Deities does 
“not deprive the word ‘Pusha’ of any recognized capability ; ; and hence 
“there can be nothing pee in speaking of the offering meant for. 
“ Indra and Pashan as ‘one meant for Pūshan.’ 


Sutra (42): “Also because we perceive an Indicative Force.” 


“The reason (for grinding) that is given is—‘ because Püshan is with- 
“ out teeth’; and this clearly indicates that the Grinding depends upon, and 
‘is conditioned by, the Deity. And certainly Pishan does not become 
“endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity; hence the 
“condition (for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, it is 
“necessary to do the Grindimy. Specially as it is thus alone that we 
“ could reconcile the following declarations: ‘We should offer the Caru 
“meant for Soma and Pishan, half of which has been ground ’;—‘In the 
“case of two-Deity offerings, half of the Caru should be ground and 
“half nuground.’” And that this is the right course is also indicated by the 
“ fact of the presence of the Deity being laid down as the sole condition 
“for having recourse to Grinding. 


Sütra (43): “If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 
would have the Grinding of all (offering materials); and 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma-Paushna offer- 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised; and 
it would be of the Caru that there would be no Grinding; 
as there would be no use for it.” | 


“(In rogard to the sentence ‘somāpaushnan carunnirvapët némapish- 
“fam, ete’) it might be argued that ‘inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
“sentence, the expression nëmapishtum conld not have the desired indi- 
“cative force; in fact it would point to the contrary view.’ And in view 
"of this objection, we explain as follows: If this were an Injunctive sen- 
“tence, then, inasmuch as it would not bo right to have an injunction 
"of many things (by a single sentence), the ‘grinding of half’ would be 
“the object enjoined; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
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“ either to the t Qaru, or to ‘Somapaushna ": and with reference to which- 
+ soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
“ qualified by the other,—and hence the grinding would come to have an 

“ universal application ; and as such all the offerings would have to be 

e ground; and in that case one of the two words (‘ Carn’ or ‘Somapaush- 

na’) W ould become useless, That is to say, if we were to take the 

“ Injunction as ‘that which is the Caru should be half-gronnd,’ then the 

“ grinding coming to be recognised as applying to all Carus, the word Somi- 

“ paushna, 08 referring to only one of the Carus, would become useless. If, 

“on the other hand, the Injunction be interpretted as that ‘that which is 

“ Jomapaushna should be half-ground,’ then, too, the Grinding would come 

e toapply to all offering-materials ; because all that the word ‘SomApaushna’ 

“ would indicate would be the character of being meant for the joint Deity 

“ Soma-Pishan; nand this would be equally applicable to the Cake and 

“the Animal Body also (just as much as to the Cars) ; and thus the word 

“t Oarum’ would become absolutely useless. 

“Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that-~i.c, 
“ with reference to the Joma@-paushna even when unqualified (by ‘ Caru ’)--- 
“the grinding would be scripturally authorised,—as no useful purpose 
“ would be served by the qualification. 

“ In fact, in accordance with this view, there would be no grinding of 
“the Caru. 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as the Grinding is necessarily implied in the 
“very nature of the Cake, it does not need to be specially enjoined in 
“connection with that; and as for the Animal Body, it has already been 
“shown that the griading when applied to it involves a most hopeless 
“ incongruity. (And as such the Injunction of the Grinding could not 
“apply to any of these two materials ; it must apply to the Qaru). 

" Reply: Not so; because none of these objections is found to apply 
“ to the case in question ; because all that we do, on finding the sentence 
“laying down the grinding of all offering materials, is to take the ‘half 
“ grinding’ as enjoined in connection with the Cake; and certainly even 
“by being half cooked, the Cake remains intact. And as for the Heart 
“and the other limbs (of the Animal Body), if we were to grind the whole 
"of these, except that part by which they may have been torn from the 
`" body,—there would be none of the incongruities shown above ; nor would 
` their shape be wholly destroyed ; nor would there be any mistaking of the 

“ part by which they may have been torn from the Body, And as the 
“other part, by which it may have been torn, would be quite perceptible, 
“even if it were to be ground down, the portion of Piishan would be dis- 
“ tinctly distinguishable, and would not be lost, as it would be in the case 

e or the. grinding of the whole. 
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= “Qr, it may be that, in accordance with this view, inasmuch as the 
“ grinding, being based upon verbal authority, would serve only an imper- 
“ceptible purpose, the cutting (of the Heart, etc.) would be done before the 
“Grinding. And this grinding would not depend upon the presence of a 
“ Deity. 
“Thas then, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
“it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Qaru ; and hence its 
“ mention (in the sentence ‘somfpaushnan carum, etc,’) would be wholly ` 
“ useless. Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin. 
“ing the relationship of the Qaru with the Deity (Soma-Piishan), the 
“t half-grinding, is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as an . 
S EE of Injunction), And thus this latter word, not forming part of 
‘an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired PARDO Ye force 
“(assigned under Sutra 42).” 


: SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (44): It pertains to one only; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apiirva); consequently, it could 
not belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna. 


We could have the grinding only when Pūshan alone would be the 
Deity, and not when he would be joined by another Deity. Because the 
grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion; in fact it 
is laid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Pūshan is the 
Deity. 

That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) there 
is no ‘ Portion’ (Bhaya) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as the material becomes the ‘ portion ’ of a Deity, not merely by 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, the 
word ‘Bhāga’ (Portion) is made up of the root ‘bhaj’ with the affix 
"oho, in the Accusative sense,—it being etymologically explained 
` bhagyalé (= sévyate’) yuk suh bhagah’ (= that which is accepted) ; conse- 
quently that which is accepted by one is his ‘ Bhaya’ (Portion). And as 
n matter of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offering ; 
specially as the fact of the Deity actually partaking of the offering will be re- 
futed later on, in Adhyaya IX. In fact, even if the Deity were to accept it,— 
yet, it could not have the capability of introducing an accessory, as also 
will be shown in Adhyäya IX (under the Sittra IX—i—4 et seg.). Thus 
_ then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an accessory of the 
‘Portion ’ as that of the ‘ Deity,’ it must be taken as an accessory belong- 
‘ing, through the sacrifice, to its resultant Apirva ;—as is shown by the 
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frst Adhikaraga of Adhydya IX, as also by the ‘ Dévutadhikarand ’(Adh, IX). 
Tho author of the Bhashya has also. referred to the same fact of the grindiny 
being an accessory of the sacrifice, by denying that of its belonging to the 
Deity. | 

Question: " How then could the Grinding, when mentioned in another 
Context, be an accessory of the sacrifice? That is to say, inasmuch as the 
us Syntactical Connection (of the sentence ‘Pasha prapishtabhayah, ete’) 
«»efers to the Deity (and not to the sacrifice),—and as without Context 
« there could be no indication of the means of accomplishing the Apiérva,-—- 
“ there can be no connection (of the grinding) with either the sacrifice or 
“the Apirva.” 

“The reply to this (as given in the Bhashya) is: By means of Syn- 
turtieal Connection (we are led to this cognition). 

The opponent retorts by further pointing out what he means—[“ The 
Sgatactical Connection points to its connection with the Deity.’ | 


Aud in reply to this, the Bhāshya explains the word ‘bhaga’ (in the 
sentence) as signifying the sacrifice, on the ground of the principal 
signification of the word not being found compatible with the rest of the 
sentence. That is to say, inasmuch as, in the caso in question, there is no 
such ‘ Bhaga’ as consists in the acceptance of something offered by another, 
that. factor of this action which consists in the mere act of the offering 
must indicate the sacrifice; and as this is quite possible in that sacrifice 
which has Pashan alone for its Deity, the meution of it as the ‘ Bhäga of 
Paxshan’ becomes quite compatible. But this latter name cannot apply to 
that sacrifice which has two Deities ;—because (1) the deific character 
is pervasive in its character, (2) and the words conveying the offering to 
hoth ave inseparably mixed up; and consequently the sacrifice could not 
be named after any one of those two Deities. Ra just as the Cake or 
Vessel belonging to Indra-Agni is not taken as denoted by the words 
‘ dynēya’ and € Indrapita,’ so, in the same manner the sacrifices to Indra- 
Piishan could not be spoken of as ‘ Pishabhiiga.’ 


Though we say nothing as to the difficulty that would arise in 
explaining the compound (as shown above), yet inasmuch as the very 
signification of the word ‘bhaga’ is not found to be applicable to the 
Aindripaushna offering, the word ‘ Pishabhiga’ cannot be applied to 
this latter. 


Though, when two entities come to have the natare of the Deity, each 
of them could be spokeu of as the ‘ Deity,’ yet, inasmuch as in the word 
couveying the offering, they are not mentioned by the name of any one of 
them, we conclude thut the ‘I'wo-Deity sacrifice cannot be spoken of as 
` Pishabhaga.’ 
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Sittra (45): The absence of teeth is a mere supplementary 
l reason. 


It has been argued by the opponent that “ the mention of the reason 
‘because he is without teeth’ shows that the grinding is an ‘accessory of 
the Deity.” And to this we offer the following reply: The sentence 
‘because he is without teeth’ is an Arthavdda having a form indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason; and as such it is only meant to be 
an eulogy of the particular accessory in question (viz. grinding); and 
as there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show that the 
accessory belongs to the Deity. 


Sttra (46): The other is an injunctive sentence. | 


Inasmuch as the ‘ half-grinding’ has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsewhere, the sentence (‘ Somapaushnam, etc.’) would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Caru meant for the two deities Soma and Pushan). And as the 
object of the Injunction is a qualified one, there would be no syntactical 
split. And as, in accordance with the law of the Arunddhikarana, the 
factors spoken of in the sentence would restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the grinding could not pertain to all offering materials. As 
a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction could be said to be less authoritative; in the 
case in question however there is no unqualified Injunction ; consequently 
the sentence in question cannot be taken as merely indicative (and not 
anjunclive), 

For these reasons the Grinding must be taken as pertaining to the 
Portion of a single Deity, 


Thus ends the Third Pada of Adhyaya III. 
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ADHYAYA III. 
PADA IV. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 

(The mention of the Nivita is an Arthavada.] 


Sutra (1): “The mention of Névitæ is meant to be a pro- 
“perty of Man; because the word has that for its predom- 
“inant factor.” 


. We continue the consideration of the subject of the conflict or non- 
conflict between Context and Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

[In connection with the Dar TE we have the sentence— 
‘nivitam manushydndm, präcīināvīitam pitrnim, upavitan dévindim, upavyc- 
yatë dévalakshmaméva tat kuruté’] And with regard to the first of these 
sentenves—' nivitam manushyandm’—there are the following alternative 
explanations: (a) The nivitam is a property of the Man by himself; (b) 
itis the property of Man as related to a certain action; (c) it is the 
property of the Action by itself; (d) it is the property of such actions as 
are mentioned in the Context, and have the Man for their predominant 
factor—e.g. the actions of Anvahdryapacana and the like; (e) it is the 
property of such actions with Man as their predominant factor, as are not 
mentioned in the Context,—e.g. the Attending upon guests and the like. 

Aa for the question, whether the sentence in question is an Injunction 
or a mere Arthavida, this would be of no use in the Adhydya that deals 
with “ Accessories”; and further, being related to the chapter on the 
“ Authoritative means of knowing Dharma ”—i.e. Adhydya I—it has already 
been dealt with-in course of the consideration of those Arthavddas that 
have the semblance of Injanctions; and consequently it need not be 
brought forward here. That the Bhdshya has introduced this question here 
is simply by way of taking for granted and putting forward something, 
for the purpose of introducing a discussion; as it is found that unless 
the sentence be taken to be an Injunction, it cannot be suspected of 
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mentioning the ‘nivita’ as the property of Man, ete., ete. And what the 
Bhashya does is (1) to admit, for the sake of argumeut, and assert that 
the sentence is an Injunction, (2) to deal with subjects immediately con. 
nected with the matter of the Adhyāya, (3) and to sum up with the 
conclusion that the sentence is an Arthavddu. The connection of this 
introduction of the question of Injunction and Arthavada with the other 
Adhikaranas also, may be éxplained in the same manner. 
In connection with this sentence we have, first of all, the following 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“The sentence is an Injunction, in accordance with the sūtra T—ii— 
* 19° And hence, in accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the 
© Ahinidhikarana (U1—iii—15-16), the genitive (in ‘ manushyanaim’) 
“ directly denotes the fact of the nivīta being a property of Man ; because 
“it is cognised as belonging to him, while the Man is not cognised as an 
‘accessory of that; as the declensional ending (attached to ‘Man,’ 
“ < Manushya’) does not denote the subsidiary character. As the mere 
“ existence of Man, as its accessory, would have been necessarily implied 
“ by the very nature of the Action, there should have been no mention of 
“him; but as we do find him mentioned, we conelude that the Nivitu is 
“ the property of Man. 


Sutra (2): “Objection: ‘The sentence is merely descriptive 

because the object (Nivita) already exists.’” 

“ Object.: ‘Some people explain nivitu as ‘winding up in the way 
“ known as gala-vénika,’ while others explain it as ‘winding it up carefully; 
“ As the former is possible only in battle, while the latter is possible in 
"all actions, as it removes a hindrance,—it is with reference to this 
“latter that we speak of the sentence as descriptive. And as for the 
“ special purpose served by this, we shall explain it later on.’ ” 


Sūtra (3): Reply: “It is an Injunction; as it speaks of. 
something wholly now.” 


“ The sentence is an Injunction ; because it would have been merely 
“ Descriptive only if the object spoken of were already fully known to be 
“as it is here spoken of. As a matter of fact, however, it is not fully 
“known as such; because even without the ‘careful winding up’ the 
“removal of hindrance would be possible, While, as the ‘hanging 
“ by the neck,’ it is not known previously ; and hence there is room for 4 
& Restrictive Injunction pertaining to this.” 
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PORVAPAKSHA (B) [rejecting (A)]. 


Sūtra (4): “Because of the fact of the Nivita being men- 
“tioned in a context abounding in the mention of the pro- 
“ perties of Actions,--this also would be a property of Ac- 
“ tions.” 
“The Nivita is a property of the Action; because while being men- 
“¢ioned in an Injunction, it is found in a context that abounds in the 
© mention of such Properties as belong to Actions.” 


Sütra (5): “Specially because of the peculiar nature of the 
closing words of the sentence.” 


“ Whenever we find a certain thing capable of being taken in two 
“different ways, we should take if in accordance with that means of 
“knowledge which may not be found to be contradictory to another 
“mneans of knowledye.—And in the case in question, we find that being 
‘mentioned in the Yajurveda, the sentence dealing with the Mivita, etc., is 
“connected with the name of ` Adhvuryava.’ Consequently if the Nivita 
“were the property of an Action, then, whenever we would look for its 
“performer, the said Name would point to the Adheuryu priest; as thus 
“alone could the Name serve a useful purpose. And we shall show later 
‘on that the Name could not serve any such purpose with regard to the 
“ Properties of Man. Consequently, if the Nivita were the property of 
' Man, the operation of the Name would bo rejected (as useless); while 
“itis duly honoured if the Nivitais taken as the property of the Action 
‘(as shown above). 

" For this reagon also, it must be regarded as the property of Actions.” 


er. 


e 


Ka 


e 


PURVAPAKSHA (C) AND (D). 


Stra (6): “It is connected with that which appears in the 
“same Context; as there would be no incongruity in 
“ this.” 


" At first. we seek to reject the theory of the Nivita being a property 

“of Actions, by showing the superior autoritative character of the theory 
“of its being a property of Man; because in this way, the theory being 
“ put forward by easy stages, it would be easy to accept it later on. As a. 
"` matter of fact, we find that the Direct Denotation (of ‘munushyaintm’) 
“ sets aside the indications of the said Context and Name, and distinctly 
points to the fact of the Nivita being a property of Man. Consequently 

‘ wo put forward another theory, which is compatible with all the threr 
` (Direct Declaration, Context and Name). It is this: The genitive in 

` ‘manushyandm,’ based upon the distinctive relationship of those Actions 
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“in which Man is the predominant factor, does not take in the nivity 
“ and such Actions, in the case in question, are found to be the Anvihay. 
S “ga patana and the like, and none others (as these alone of such actions 

‘are found to be mentioned in the Context). Thus then, the meaning of the 
ý sentence in qnestion comes to be that ‘ “a Nivita. should be performed 
“in those Actions that belong to Men?" 


-PURVAPAKSHA (E). 


Stitra (1): “It belongs to the Action in which Man is the 
“principal factor; because its mention is similar to that 
“of others (the Upavita, &c.) which belong to those actions 
“in which these (the gods, &c.) form the principal fac- 
DI tor. 1 
“he Mivite would belong to that Action which is not mentioned in 

‘the same Context, and in which the Man forms the predominant factor. 

“ Because, inasmuch as we find the manner of declaration exactly simi- 

“Jar in all the three Injunctions [ (1) ‘Nivitam manushyandm,' (2) 

“* Pracinavitam pitriām, (8) ‘ Upavitam dévandm’),-—just as the ‘pra- 

" cindvitu’ and the ‘upavifa’ are taken to belong to those actions in 

“which the Pitrs and the Gods respectively form the principal factor,— 

“so in the same manner, the ‘Nivita’ in question should be taken as 

“ belonging to those Actions in which Man is the predominant factor. 

" That is to say, we find that the two injunctions, ‘ upavitam décandim’ 
“and ‘pricindvitam pitrnim’ are taken as applying, independently of 
‘each other, to those actions in which the Gods and the Pitris respec- 
“ tively are the principal factors; and as the ideas connected with these 
“two Injunctions necessarily apply to the third (‘Mivitam manushy@- 
“ nim’) also, we should take the word ‘ manushyāäpām as signifying those 
“ Actions in which Man forms the predominant element. 

_ © The opponent putting the question—‘ How do you make this out ? '— 
“and the Bhāshya having given the answer—because of the relationship 
“ of the genitive ending in ‘ manushyiinam,’—the opponent ngain retorts :— 
“ this genitive endiny points to the Nivita de belonging to Man (and not to 
“any Action).’ | | 

“Or, we may take the whole of this portion of the Bhashy« as for- 

“ mulating the opponent’s question, 

" In any case, the final reply of the Parvapakshin would be. this: It 
“is quite true that the Nivita would come to be cognised as belonging te 
‘Man; but, inasmuch as this would involve the complication of the 
“ assumption of a distinct Resalt ( proceeding from this performance of 
“the Nicita as- belonging to Man), we give it up; and take the genitive 
" an based upon the distinctive relationship of the Action of which Man 
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« ig the predominant factor. This connecting of the Nivita with such an 
« Action would have the further advantage of not standing in need of the 
-agsumption of any result not connected with the Nivita itself. The 
- mention of ‘Manushya’ (iu ‘munushyanim’) is meant to indicate 
‘the Action in which Man (Manushya) is the predominant factor; and 
‘thus our theory does not involve the assumption of the relationship 
“= of anything not mentioned in the sentence. And the further advantage 
— that our theory has is that it does not leave any ground for taking tho 
: Nivitu to be syntactically connected with the original Sacrifice of the 
+ Context (ie. the Darca-Pirnamdsa.)” 


.- 


e 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sätra (8): It is an Arthavada, because of the Context. 


We find nono of the above theories free from objectionable features, 

© In the first piace, if the Nivita be connected with the Action men- 
tioned in the Context (as declared in Sitru 6), it directly contradicts 
the Indications of Syntacticn] Connection; while its connection with the 
nections of Anvihdryapacuna, ete. would involve a syntactical split; 
and in this theory there would be a further disadvantage, m that the 
Context cannot serve the purposes of specification (attributed to it). 
Secondly, as for its connection with such actions as the attending upon 
ynests (as laid down under Sūtra 7), there can be no reasonable ground 
for it; inasmuch as such a connection would not be amenable to any 
one of the means of right notion, from among Direct Declaration, ete. ; 
in fact even its staunchest upholder only infers it from the ‘relationship 
of Man’ (expressed by the word ‘ manushyanam’); and this would be 
scarcely right; because that genitive (in ‘manushydnim’) is cognised as 
beiug based upon the distinctive relationship of that (action) which is 
connected with the word ‘ nivita’; specially as no case-endings appear in a 
case whore a distinctive relationship of the member related is not 
expressed, Then too, that theory involves the anomaly of having to 
reject indications of the Context and the Name, and also of having to 
assume a Result; and so long as we have other alternatives at our dis- 
posal, we cannot rightly have recourse to such extreme measures; and as 
a matter of fact we find that we can quite reasonably take the sentence 
in question as an Arthavada, in the manner shown under the Audumbara- 
dhikarana (1—ii—19 et seq.). 


' Stitra (9): Specially as it is syntactically connected. 


8 The ‘ Nivita’ and the ‘ Pracinavitu’ ave capable of being taken along 
with the Injunction ‘wpavyayaté, etc’; and this connection could be 
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possible only if the mention of the two former were descriptive 
Arthavadas, and not if they were Injunctions. Because twò- Injunctions, 
that are not in the relation of the Primary and the Subsidiary to one an- 
other, and which are both independent, not connected with cach other, can 
never be syntactically connected ; as the construction that each of them 
would admit of would be wholly different. For instance, the construction 
admitted by the Primary Injunction would be of one kind, having its 
sole end in the enjoining of the required element; while that of the 
Arthavada (‘nivitam, ete.’) would be wholly different, being in accordance 
with its character of being subsidiary to another. 

Then again, we do not find an Injunctive word in the senttce iv. .; 
question. And under the circumstances the sentence, could be taken as 
an Injunction, only if (1) we supplied the Injunctive word from without, 
ov (2) if we could somehow or other assume the Injunctive, found in 
connection with the duties of attending upon guests and the like, to per- 
tain to the sentence in question also, But no such assumption can be 
admissible; as we cannot assume anything to be the subsidiary, when it 
has not been laid down as such; and that which is not a subsidiary is - 
incapable of being taken up by the sentence declaring the performance of 
the whole action; as we shall show later on that ‘that which is not 
enjoined as such cannot be an accessory ”; and in this way the assumption 
of the accessory character would depend upon that of the Injunction, and 
vice versa,—thus involving a hopeless mutual interdependence. | 

Then again, so long as we find the sentence in question capable of 
being, in some way or other, syntactically connected with an actual 
Injunction, it is not right to connect it with an assumed one; specially as 
such a theory would involve the assumption of many invisible (transcen- 
dental) purposes. ) l 

For these reasons the property of things distinctly shows that the sen- 
tence in question is an Arthavada, a Praise, its meaning being—‘ Just as- 
the Nivitw and the Pracinfvita are good for Men and the Pitrs respec- 
tively, so is the Upavitu for the Gods’; in fact we meet with such instances 
in ordinary parlance also,—~e.g. ‘just as Arundhati was to Vagishtha, 
Rohini to Candra, and Damayanti to Nala, so is Yujfiadatta to Dévadatta.’ 

Or the sentence may be taken as Praising by Contraries; the sense, 
in this case,.being—‘the inferior methods of the Nivita and. the Prici- 
navita are for such inferior beings as Men and Pitrs respectively ; for the 
Gods, however, we have the superior method of the Upavita ; consequently 


at the Darga-Pirnamasa, which is a sacrifice to the Gods, we must adopt 
the Upavita.’ , 
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After this there follow six Sitrus which we do not tind mentioned in 
the Bhdshya. And there is a difference of opinion among the Commenta- 
tors, as to this omission: Lo) Some people say he forgot them; (b) others 
say that he wrote commentaries upon these Sitras also; but this portion 
of the Bhashya has become lost to us; (c) some say he found them easy 
and not of much importance, and nance omitted them; (d) while others 
declare that he omitted them because they are not the work of Jaimini. 
In support of this last theory we have the form of Sūtra 10, which 
distinctly shows that Jaimini had this latter Satra immediately after 
' Satra H. 

We find however that all other Commentators on the Si itrus have 
noticed these six Sifras; and as a matter of fact, we often find such Sitras 
amoug those written by Jaimini, as are not of much importance; and as 
for tho- connection between Sdtras far removed from one another, we 
mect with many instances of it—eg. the Sara DI —-iv—82; conse- 
quently we should take up every one of the Sūtras and explain it, 

These six Sütras some people divided into three AdAikaranas; while 
others into four. .They may be put forth as follows :— 


ADHIKARANA 1 (A), 
[The Uparita pertains to the Darga-Pirnamasa, | 


Sütra (9)A: “The Upavita would pertain to all sacrifices, be- 
cause of the presence of Indicative Force.” 


The first question to be denlt with is this: We have found in the 
preceding Adhikarana that the Upavita method has been enjoined in con- 
nection with the Durca-Pirnamdsa; and with regard to this there arises 
the question as to whether this [njunction applies to the Darea- Pūrna- 
masa only, or to all the sacrifices. 

Those however who divide the Sélras into three Adhikaraaas, state 
the question as—whether it pertains to the Durga-Purnamiisa alone, and 
is an Injunction, or that it pertains to all sacrifices, and is merely des- 
criptive. 

On this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The Upavita would belong to all sacrifices, Because the mere des- 
“ eription of this, which is cognized as an established fact, pertaining to 
‘other sacrifices, would, through Indicative power, subdue the indica- 
"` tions of the Context, by means of Apparent Inconsistency. 
| “That is to say, in connection with Mrtāgnihatra, of which the Deity 
“is the Patr (the Agni-hotri Father who has died), we find the mantra— 
“<c Pracinavitt dohayét, yajRopaviti hi dévébhyo dohayatt. And it is only 
“if the Upavita be taken as pertaining to all sacrifices, that we could have 
“the descriptivo declaration in the latter half of the sentence (which 
“ speaks of the Upavitu as pertaining to all sacrifices to the gods). Nor can. 
“this sentence he taken as merely descriptive of something pertaining 
“to the Darga-Piirnamasa only ; as the Context of this latter sacrifice is 
“yery fur removed from the one just quoted; and specially as in that 
“ case the descriptive declaration (‘ dévébhyak, etc.’), which appears in the 
“form of showing a reason for what has been said before, would be of 
“no use. If, however, the sentence quoted be taken as laying down a 
“ detail in connection with the same action (of the Agnihotra) performed 
“under different conditions (when it is offered to Pit, and not to the 
* deities of the ‘ordinary Agnihotra’), then, in that case, the said descriptive 
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u declaration would serve the purpose of pointing out something preclu- 
« giyo of that particular condition (of the same sacrifice). Nor can it be 
“pecessary for the sentence to preclude those conditions from any other 
~ sacrifice (that of the Darga-Pirnamésa f.i.); because this latter is itself 
“so very much removed by the Context, that there is no need of any 
' special effort for the preclusion of any conditions pertaining to it. 
‘hen again, the Plural number in ‘dévébhyah’ could not be reconciled 
« with a reference to the Darga-Pirnamasa (which has only one Deity) ; 
«while in regard to the Agnihotra, the Plural is found to be quite com- 
© patible with the number of the Deities connected with its morning and 
~ evening Libations. 

“Thus on account of the apparent inconsistency of the appended 
“< descriptive declaration of the Upavitu in connection with the A gnihotra, 
‘we must admit it to pertain to all sacrifices.” 


La 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (9B): Not so; because of the Context; and (as for the 
Indicative Power) that points to that particular sacrifice 
(the Darga-Pairnamasa). 


The Upavita does not pertain to all sacrifices: because the Context 
distinctly points to it as pertaining to the Darça-Pūrnamāsa only. 

The presence of Indicative Power has been brought forward in support 
of the Purvapaksha ; but we have already refuted the force of this conten- 
tion, by showing that the Indicative Power spoken of points to it as per- 
taining to that particular sacrifice—z.e. to the Darga-Pirnaméisu. 

And when the Descriptive Declaration is not found to be connected 
with anything in its close proximity, there can be nothing objectionable in 
its being taken as connected with something at a distance from it; 
specially as the connection of a Descriptive Declaration always depends 
upon what has, and what has not, been already enjoined. 

Then as for the Plural (in ‘devébhyak’), we cannot attach much 
significance to it, Or, it might be taken as referring to the deity of the 
principal sacrifice of the Durga-Pirpamasa together with those of its 
various modifications. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence ‘ Präcīnāvitē, etc.’ comes to be 
this: ‘Inasmuch as the Upavita belongs to another sacrifice which is 
offered to the Gods, consequently it should not be applied to the Agnzhotra 
that is offered to the Pity (for whom the Pracinavita would be the pro- 
per thing).’ 


Len ag a at te A net a 


ADHIKARANA 1 (B). 
[The sentence ‘ upavyayaté, etc.’ is an Injunction]. 


Sittra (9C): It is an Injunction, because of its laying down 
something not laid before. 


With regard to the sentence ‘upavyayaté dévalukshmaméva tat 
kuruté, there arises the question, as to whether this is an Injunction, or a 
mere Descriptive Declaration. 

Objection : “ Before you have decided as to whether this sentence is 
“ Injunctive or Descriptive, how could you take up the question (consi- 
“dered in the foregoing Adhikarana), as to whether the Injunction of the 
“ Upavita pertained to the Darga-Pirnamasa or to all sacrifices ?” 

Reply : We took the conclusion of the present Adhikarana for granted 
in the last Adhikarana; though in reality this should have been dealt 
with beforehand. 

On the above question then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSBA. 


“The sentence in question is a mere Descriptive Declaration; be- 
“eause in the first place, that the man should always wear the sacred 
“ thread in the Upavita fashion is distinctly laid down by the Smrtis 
“(and as such it is nothing new that could form the subject of Injanc- 
“ tion by the sentence in question) ; and secondly, the use of the Present 
“Tense (in ‘upavyayaté’) would not be compatible with the Injunctive 
“ character of the sentence. That is to say, (1) we have such Smrti 
“injunctions as that one should always be ‘nityodaki’ and ‘ nityayajñopa- 
“yiti? which would refer to the sacrifice also; and (2) the actual, words 
“of the sentence are not in keeping with the Injunctive character. 
“ Consequently, the sentence mnst be taken as a mere Descriptive Decla- 
“ration. And there is one further advantange in this view, that the 
“ mention of ‘ Upavita’ does not differ from thore of the ‘ Pricindvita ' and 
“the 'Nivita.’”’ | 

SIDDHANTA. 


| To the above we make the following reply: The sentence should be 
an Injunction, inasmuch as it would lay down something new; because, 
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in the first place, a descriptive declaration referring to all sacrifices would 
be nseless ; and secondly because the eulogy appearing in connection with 
the sentence (e.g. those relating to the Nivita aud the Pr&cinavita) points 
to the previous sentence as being an Injunction. 

That is to say, no useful purpose is found to be served by a Descrip- 
tion of the whole lot of sacrifices; and the only useful purpose served by 
the eulogy contained in the mention of the Upavita and the Précindvitu 
would be to glorify the Upavitu, which is enjoined in the sentence under 
` consideration. 

Then as for the present tense (in ‘upavyayuté’), it has been ex- 
plained before as having the mere semblauce of the Present Tense, having 
in reality the force of the Injunctive, based upon its constituting either 
a sentence laying down the performance of the action as a whole, or as 
an Arthavada, or as the Lët form of the root. 

For these reasons, we must conclude that the sentence in question is 
“an Injunction. 

It has been argued in the Purvapakeha that the Uparitu is found to be 
already laid down in the Smrtis. And the reply to this argument also is 
contained in-the word ‘apiirvaivat’;-- that is to say, what is laid down in 
the Smrti is the Upavita as a property of the Man, while what the son- 
tence in question does is to lay it down as pertaining to the Sucrifice, some- 
thing wholly different from what is laid down in the Smrti. 

Consequently the sentence cannot be taken as a mere Descriptive 
Declaration, 

The use of this Adhikuranu we shall explain later on, nnder tho 
Kartadhikarana (IV —ii—23 et seq.). 


The sitra 9 (c) may also be interpreted differently, as formulating the 
Pirvapaksha of the following Adhikaranu : 


ADHIKARANA 1(C). 


[The sentence ‘ yajiopaviti hi dévébhyo dohayati’ is a mere Arthavidi 
relating to the Upavita as connected with the Darga-Pirnamdasa]. 


In connection with the Mrtagnihotra, we moet with the sentence— 
‘Priicinavitt dohayét, yajnopavitt hi dévébhyo dohayatt’; and with re- 
gard to this there arises the question as to whether the latter sentence 
(* yagRopariti, ete.) is merely meant to be an eulogy of the Upavita as per- 
taining to the Darca-Pdrnamdsa,—just as the mention of ‘Twelve’ in 
connection with ‘Ahina’ (vide supra TiI—ini—15 16),—or it is meant 
as an Injunction of it, as relating to the ordinary Agnihotra. 

On this we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ It is an Injunction, because it lays down something new (Sütra Ne). 
" By taking it thus, we are in keeping with the Context and the Plural 
“number (in ‘ Dévébhyah’) (both of which would be irreconcilable with 
“the Darca-Pirnumdsa). Consequently, even though the sentence may 
‘‘ have the appearance of a Descriptive Declaration, yet, with a view ta 
“ make it serve a useful purpose, we must take it as having the Injunc- 
“ tive character, based upon the fact of the sentence being one that lays 
‘down the performance of the Action as a whole, ete., etc.” 

If we take the Sūtra thus, we must leave off with the mere state- 
ment of the Piirvapaksha; and for putting forward the Siddhanta in 
reply to this we must wait till the latter portion of our explanation of 
Sitru 9e, (P. 1282). 

So we take up another Adhikaruna for the present. 


ADHIKARANA 1(D). 
(The mention of nuorthevardliness is a mere Descriptive Declaration. ] 


Sūtra (94): “The mention of vorthwardliness also (would 
be an Injunction), because of its being something new.” 


In connection with the same Mrtägnihotra, we find the sentence— 
‘yë purodunco darbhistin dukshinayritastypate ’ (‘Those grasses that 
formerly used to be pointed to the North, are now pointed to the South’) 
‘Some people quote this sentence as occurring in connection with the 
Mahipitryajna. And with regard to the first portion of the sentence— 
‘yé purodancah’ there arises the question, as to whether it is an Injune- 
tion, or a mere Descriptive Declaration, 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA., 


“The word ‘ca’ in the Sūtra implies that the sentence in question 
‘also is an Injunction, because what it lays down is something new. A 
“ Descriptive Declaration is always preceded by a previous Injunction. 
“And as regards the case in question we find that the northwardliness 

o the grass has not been peviously laid down, even as pertaining to the 
‘man, Nori is it capable of being takeun as a mere Artħhavāda ; because 
‘we do not find any word indicative of such character—such words, fii, 
“as ‘hi’ and the like. 
“ Consequently, from the apparent inconsistency of the declaration 
“ of northwardliness as an aecompligned fact, it must be concluded that 
“ the sentence is an Injunction.” 


SIDDHANTA , 


Sittra (Qe): The Indicative force of the word is based upon 
| something that already exists. 


The sentence cannot be taken as an Injunction; because we find it 
possessed of an Indicative force only pointing to the fact of the grass 
facing the North, which. has been found to have been enjoined by usage. 

161 ` f > 
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Because, a sentence, that is devoid of the Injunctive affix, ik accepted aS 
an Injunction, only when it is found that what it speaks of has never heen 
known by any means. | 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that the sentence in 
question has the distinct character of a Descriptive Declaration, being, 
as it is, wholly devoid of (such features of the Injunctive as) the word 
‘yat, and of any verb, either particular or general. And this deserip- 
tive character having heen once definitely cognized in some way or the 
other, cannot be superseded. Tn fact, the ‘northicardliness’ spoken of 
in the sentence, we find to have been already previously laid down, in 
the Smrti sentenre— Aqravanti priigagrant ndagayrant, va ‘ apavaryaranti, 
pragapavarginyudagaparargini vā.' And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question is found to describe exactly what is herein laid down, it must be 
taken as a Descriptive Declaration, and that too with the purpose of enlo- 
yizing the raid ‘northwardliness,’; the sense being, ‘the northwardlié® 
ness spoken of before does not pertain to the sacrifice when offered to 
one who is dead.’ 


This very Sätra is to be taken as embodying the — 


SIDDHANTA OF ADHIKARANA 1 um. 


The word ‘Ai’ (in the sentence ‘upaviti hi, etr’) distinetly shows 
that the sentence stands in need of a previous mention of the same fact 
hy means of a verb. And inasmuch as we do not find any such verb in 
the Context itself, should we accept its Injunctive character, as pointed 
out by the absence of such a verb ?—or should we accept its injunetion in 
any other Context (to he the basis of the Descriptive Declaration of the 
sentence under consideration)? And there can be no doubt as to the 
propriety of accepting the latter alternative,—accepting the fact of its 
having been enjoined in any Context as enough for our purpose, thereby 
not: taking the sentence in question as an Injunction. 

As for the argument based upon the indications of the Context and 
the Plural number (in ‘ dévébhyah’), it has already been answered before 
(towards the end of Sūtra 9a, by the Pirvapakshin himself). 

And further, inasmuch as in the present case we have got another 
Injunction, the sentence cannot be said to be useless (as it wonld serve 
the purpose of eulogizing the matter of that other Injunction). 

For these reasons, the sentence must be taken as a Descriptive 
Declaration; and hence in the ordinary daily Aguihotra, even if the Doha 
happens to be done without the Up wita, there is no ES done to the 
snorifico. | | 


ADHIKARANA 1 (BK). 
(The sentence ‘upari hi dévébhyo dhärayati ` ix an Tajuuetion. | 


Kito (9f): It is an Injunction, because as regards the ‘Hold 
ing’ what it says is something new. 


Up to this time we have been showing where, in the absence of the 
lujunctive word, we should take the sentence as a Descriptive Declara- 
tion. And we now proceed to show the exceptions to the rules arrived 
at in the last few Adhikaranus. 

In connection with the same Myt@ynéholra, or with the Muhdpelryajia, 
wo find the sentence—‘ Adhustat samilhuudh@rayannuanndravét, upari hi 
dévébhys dharayati’ (‘in pouring the libations we should hold the stick 
of fuel underneath the Sruk, as it is in offerings to the gods, that it is 
held over it’). And with regard to the latter part of this (i.e. ‘upari hi, 
elc.’), there arises the question as to whether it is an Injunction or a 
Descriptive Declaration. 

And on this, we have the followiug 


~PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ (1) Because we have the word ‘hi’; (2) because we have the 
" present sense (in ‘dhdrayute’); (3) because the sentence is capable of 
“being syntactically connected with another Injunction; and (+) be- 
“cause what is herein mentioned is found ‘to be already enjoined by 
“ usage ;—we must admit the sentence to be a Deseri ptive Declaration. 

“ Question: ‘How do you find it to be enjoined by usage H" 

“ Answer: All valuable materials require a protective covering 
'“ over them; and as this general usage enjoins the use of some sort of a 
“covering over the material being offered, we find the stick of fuel 
“ being specified and the object to be employed as the covering. 

-“ That is to say, when the material to be offered to the gods is being 
“ carried in the Sruk to the altar of the Ahavuniya fire, common usage 
“ points out the necessity of covering it either by the hand, or by some 
‘other object; and we take up for the purpose the stick of fuel which 
“ happens to be nearest at hand. The Injunction contained in the sen- 
“ tence-~‘srugdundé sumidhamupagrhyduwtravaté’~ ulso, depending upou 
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“ the aforesaid injunction of usage, is with a view to the same e purpose 
“of affording a protective covering Cousequently, the sentence ‘ upari 
“ dhārayati’ shoud be taken as the Descriptive Declaration of something 
“ laid down before, just ap in the case of the Upavita; specially for rea- 
“ sons shown under the preceding Sutra.” | 


_ SIDDHANTA. 


With regard to the Holding, the selene must be taken as an 
tee because it is not found to have been previously enjoined ; 
and the stick of fuel being incapable of serving as an efficient protective 
covering, tts being held over the material could not he in keeping with the 
said usage. 

That is to say, it is quite true that Usage points out the necessity 
uf giving a protective covering to the valuable material; but this would 
not apply to the case of the stick of fuel, which therefore could not be em. 
ployed on account of its being near at hand, for the purposes of the cover- 
ing; as it would be more reasonable to employ the hand for the purpose, 
than ang such thing as the stick of fuel. 

Objection: “ We find that, on the strength of certain Injunctions, 
“ the ladles, etc. of Soma are given away as sacrificial gifts, for the 
“ purpose of gaining the good will of the persons receiving the gilts 
“(even though as a matter of fact such useless gifts could not bring 
‘“ much satisfaction to the recipients); so, in the same manner, we could 
“ employ the stick of fuel for the covering of the material (even though as 
“a matter of fact, it could cover very little of it).” 

Reply : Such would certainly have been the case, if we had a Direct 
Injunction laying down the covering by the stick, of fuel,as we have one 
laying down the giving of the ‘ Soma-ladle, etc,” As a matter of fact, 
we do not find any such Direct Injunction; as all that: even the sentence 
in question is found to enjoin is the mero Holding of the fuel-stick. If; 
in the case of the Soma-ladle also, we had the Injunction laying down 
the mere fact of its being given away, and not that of its being given «s 
a sacrificial gift, then, in that case, we should not have admitted it to be 
meaut as calculated to win the good will of the recipient. | 

Further, the Injunction—‘ Srugdandé samidhamupasiigrhydnudr- 
vati '— distinctly points out the place —the haudle of the Sruk —wher: 
the fuel-stick is to be held; and this would indicate that the atiðk i is SES 
~ before the material is poured into the Gruk. 

Thus then, we find that the Holding of the stick- over the Sruk has 
: -not been enjoined by any other sentéuce. And that which has not been 
previously enjoined cannot be merely deseribed either by any verbs in 
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the Present Tense, or by an Arthavida bearing the semblance of the state- 
ment of a reason. Consequently, by means of a process of construction, 
we must remove from the sentence the similarity that it bears to a Des- 
vriptive Declaration ; aud then, breaking up the sentence, we come to 
take it aa having the Injunctive character; and the sense of the sentence 
thereby comes to be that—‘In the case of the Libation offered-to Pits the 
fuel- -stéck i8 to be held underneath the Sruk-handle, while in those offered 
to the gods it is to be held over the handle.’ The special method, to be 
employed in the explaining of the construction of such Injunctions, we 
have shown above. 
For these reasons, the sentence in question must be regarded as an 
Injunction. 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The mention of the Specification of the Directions is a Descriptive 
Declaration. | 


ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The mention of ‘ parushi-ditu,’ ete. is a Deseriptive Declaration.) 


Nëtt (10): I—The Specification of the Directions is also like 
the same. 


Sätra (11): Tl—So also is the mention of the words ‘parushi-, 
dita,’ ‘pirna,’ ‘ghrta’ and ‘ vidagdha. 


TL In connection with the Jyotishfoma, we find the sentence 
` Précindéca abhajanta, dakshinttm piturak, praticim manushydh, udicimu- 
surah (or udicim Rudrâh); and with regard to this, thero arise the 
questions, as to (a) whether this is an Injunction or an Arthavdda; and 
being an Injunction, (b) whether what is laid down is a property of 
Man, or that of the Action, or that of that Action mentioned in the 
Context of which man is the predominant factor, or that of the Attending 
upon Guests |. 

(II. In connection with the Durca-Pirnamds,, we have the sentence 
—(1) ‘yat parushi ditam taddévantim, yadantara tunmanushyānüm, yu 
sumilantal pitrnām, (2) ‘yovtdagdhuh sa nairrtul’ .. ., tasmadavidahuln 
grupayttuvyam sudévatvayu,’ (3) Iu connection with the Jyotishfome 
wo have the seutence—~‘ yalpirnantanmanushydrdm upari, adho dévanam. 
udhuh pitrnim’; and again, (4) ‘ghriandévainaiin mastu pitrnin wish 
pakvam manushyandin,’ And with regard to ‘these there arise the 
questions—(«) as to whether they are Injunctions of the properties of the 
Performer, or the Descriptive Declaration of the properties of Actions. 
(6) whether they should find a place ` in the Action mentioned in 
the Context in which the Performer is the predominant factor, and that 
which deals with Rudra, or in the Action of ees upon guests ; 
. (c) or they are mere drthavddas). 

All that las been said in connection with the A ‘vttadhikaruna should 
be brought in here also. 
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(jection: “ With regard to the sentences that have been brought 
ap for consideration here, what additional doubt is there (over and above 
u those settled under the Nivitadhikarana), for dealing with which you 
 ghould find it necessary to refer them back to that Aditkarana? Why 
t00, should these two Adhikaranas have been put in at all?” 

Reply: Inasmuch as the Specification of the Directions is spoken of 
by a sentence which appears in the form of the description of some past 
event, and which is connected with the mention of the root ‘bhajati,’ we 
come to think of the case of this sentence to be unlike that speaking of 
the Natita. And as for the other sentences,—they are connected with words 

which have the genitive ending and which contain within themselves the 
indication of the actions of the yajamfna; consequently, the-Resnits nre 
‘distinctly cognized as pertaining to the Performer. 

That is to say, the Directions are, by their nature, recognized as the 
xecessories of all Actions; and in connection with these, there is nothing 
new that could be enjoined, as in the case of the Nivita. And even 
thongh they be connected with the Performer, yet all that we have to 
nssume is the Result that would follow from the said specification of the 
Directions, and not any that would follow Action: And the result of the 
specification too that is assumed would be in connection with the ordinary 
actions of the world; and that too only with reference to the unobstructed 
completion of the work in hand, and nothing in the shape of Heaven, ete. 

Thus the sense of the sentences comes to be this: ‘In the action that. 
the man does for himself,’ (1) he faces the West or the North, (2) ‘the 
grapp that he cuts is to be cut from the middle,’ (3) ‘whatever measure 
is used, it should be full,’ (4) ‘all the work of oil is to be done with boiled 
hutter, which is known as ‘nishpakvāyuta, (5) ‘while in the action done 
lor the Nairritas and the Rudras, the material used shonld be burut 

. and uncooked respectively.’ 
Consequently the method of establishing all this is exactly like what. 
has been employed before. 
On this question, then, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ What is spoken of belongs to Man, because of the word used signifying 
"him as the principal fuctor (Sūtra 1),—that is to say, in the case of 
“the first sentence, even thongh there is no genitive ending, yet, inns- 
“much ag wa have the word ‘abhajanta, which makes the whole thing 
s connected with Man, we must take what is mentioned as belonging to 
“him; and in all the other sentences under consideration, it is the geni- 


`“ tive ending that points to the fact of the thing in question belonging to 
"Ae : i 
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“ So also, what has been suid in Sūtra (2) may be said with refer- 
‘ence to the case nuder consideration, which would mean the greater 
‘ease with which the action would be performed. That is to say, we 
“get at the West as the direction, because of the fact that during the morn. 
“ ing, if one were to turn to the West, he would bave the sun at hi. 

‘back, and hence feel more comfortable. Similarly, the cutting of the 
"7 grass in the middle, and the meusure being full, are laid down because of 
" these being easier for the performer, In the same manner, the idea of 
" the Nairritus being ‘ burnt’ is due to the fact of the burnt-offering becom. 
‘Sing black, and as such being more easily connected with Nairrita (which 
‘‘ means the earth), because of the similarity of colour. And the idea oi. 
“© Rudra’s portion being uncooked was suggested by the fact that the 
“ uncooked material would bring on disease and hence be a getoni; i.e 

“ * Raudra’ (= belonging to Rudra), 

“ But since all these nre not distinctly enjoined, therefore, we must 
“ take the sentences ia question as Restrictive Injunctions, 

“The Oonteat and Name (Sūtra 6) however point them out as 
“ belonging to Actions: (and not to Man); while all the six means of 
“ knowledge jointly point them out as finding a place in that Oontext 
“ wherein Man is the principal factor. | 

“ But Syntactical Connection (Sifra 7) sets aside the indications of 
t the Context; and hence, in order to avoid the assumption of Results, 
“ we must take the factors in question as to be employed in such actions 
‘as the gouen upon guests and the like. 


SIDDHANTA. 


(i) Inasmuch as there would be no ground for connecting them even 
with such actions (ns the attending upon guests), (2) as there should be no 
removal, from the Coutext, of that which is capable of being taken along 
with it, (3) and as the sentences under consideration are connected with 
the Injunction of the ‘East’ (as the direction for the Gods),—all these 
sentences must be taken as Arthavadas, And the glorification meant 
would be of such things as ‘ Proper Cooking,’ etc., by. means of a ‘ Prag 
by contraries’; (the descriptions given being those of things contiar y 
to those meant to be glorified). , 
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ADHIKARANA (4), 
[The Prohibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice. ] 


Sūtra (12): “The prohibition: of Action, connected with the 
«sacrifice, is descriptive of something that always exists ; 
“because of its (previous) connection (with the Man).” 


In course of the discussion as to the contradiction or non-contradic- 
tion of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 
we come to treat of such Prohibitive sentences as ‘one should not tell a 
lie’ (‘sanptam vadat’) and the like, which are met with in the context of 
the Darga-Pirnaamdsa, and with regard to which it has not been shown 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice, —sentences that are 
found to be prohibitions of ‘ telling a lie,’ etc. | 

(I) With regard to these, in the first instance, there arises a doubt as to 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice. | 

(II) Then inasmuch as all Prohibitions refer to certain activities, a 
settlement of the said Doubt depends upon the settlement of the character 
of the activities; and hence the question that calls for settlement before- 
hand is—‘ for whose sake is the activity that is prohibited?’ The Prohi- 
"bition will be taken as pertaining to that for whose sake ‘the activity 
will be found to be; because the prohibition of a thing that belongs to 
one could not be of any use, with regard to another; as no such prohibi- 
tion would be called for; specially asin all cases, we find that whenever 
a man is found to be acting towards a certain end, it is with.regard to 
the same end that he is found to be prohibited. Hence the necessity of 
the consideration of the question as to whom the prohibited activity 
belongs. 

(III) Then again, we find that the cognition of that for whose 
sake we have the activity, depends upon the verb that denotes that 
activity ; consequently it becomes necessary to consider the nature of 
Verbs ;—-the ‘question being as to for whose sake are the activities thut 
they are capable of denoting. And sò long as we have not come to a defi- 
nite conclusion with regard to Verbs, the case of Prohibition should rest 
aside. Thus then, the question to be dealt with comes to be this :— 
‘Those Injunctions that we find in a Context, which are not connected 
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with any other words denoting a relationship with Man—for whose sake 
are the Bhāvanne that these Injunctions express? ’ | 

And in connection with this phase of the question, we shall have for 
examples, all such sentences, as ‘Samidho yajati’, ‘ Taniinapatan yajati’, 
etc. With regard to these we will have the same question as to whether 
the ‘Samit-Sacrifice’ is for the sake of the Sacrifice, or for that of Man 
and so forth. And similarly with regard to the sentence ‘ nänrtam vadét,’ 
the question comes to be whether the (prohibited) ‘Telling of lies’ is for 
the sake of Sacrifice, or for that of Man; because the qualification of ‘Lie’ 
would belong to that for whose sake there would be the ‘ telling.’ Then, 
inasmuch as at the time of Prohibition, the Injunctiveness is transferred 
to that Prohibition, the consideration of all other words should be m: ade 
subservient to that one purpore. 

Thus then, in the case of the Prohibition pertaining to Man, it would 
mean that ‘one should not do that telling of lies which is for the sake of 
Man’; while in the other case, it would mean that ‘one should not do the 
telling of those lies that are for the sake of sacrifices.’ 

(IV) Then, inasmuch as a settlement of all the above issues de- 
pends upon the due ascertainment of the nature of Verbs, the question 
with which we immediately concern ourselves comes to be this: ‘Dones 
the Verbal Afs denote the Nominative Agent or not?’ If it does denote it, 
then, when the Bhavani expressed would come to look for its purpose, 
the fact of the Agent being directly spoken of by the word would set 
aside the idea of the action being for the sake of the Sacrifice—thia latter 
idea being based solely upon the Context;—and we would accordingly be 
led to conclude that the Bhavana in question is for the sake of the 
Nominative Agent (Man); while if the verb does not denote the Agent, 
then, inasmuch as the indications of the Context would not be contra- 
dicted br any Direct Declaration to the contrary, the Bhavana would he 
concluded to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, as indicated by the Context. 


Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find that even if the Verk, 
“ denoted the nominative agent, inasmuch ns the Bhavana wonld always 
“remain the principal factor, even though the relationship of the agent, 
“ that would be denoted by the Verb with reference to that Bhavani, 
“ would be one that is directly declared, yet that could very well be taken 
“as subservient to the Context; and as such, there would be no in- 
“ compatibility of this relationship with the fact of the Prohibition per- 
“taining to the Sacrifice. It isonly when two relatiouships are found to 
“ be of equal strength and mutually contradictory, that they reject each 
“other; and not when one is capable of being taken as subservient to 
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‘another. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ Dagtpnvitréna 
“ graham sammarshti’ we find that with regard to the ‘sammārga, which, 
“ag subservient to the Dagdpavitra, is mentioned in connection with the 
«*Graha,’ there does not arise any question as to whether it is related to 
« the Dagapavitra op the Graha ; exactly in the same manner, in the case 
“if question, if the action (Telling of Lies), which has the Agent sub- 
« servient to it, be taken as pertaining to the Sucrifice, there can be nu 
“ thing objectionable in this. a 

“Tf the Verbal Affix denoted the fact of the Agent being the predomi- 
“ nant factor, then alone would that have gone against the indications of 
~ the Context as to the predominance of the Sacrifice. Or, if the Verbal 
“ Affix denoted the fact of the Sacrifice being the subservient factor, as 
“the Agent is, then we would have had the incongruity of having two 
“ auxiliaries (the Agent and the Sacrifice) coalescing in the same Pri- 

“mary (the action of ‘ Telling of Lies’). 

) “ As a matter of fact, however, we find that none of the said contiu- 
“vencies is present (ie, the verb does not denote either the predomi- 
“nance of the Agent, or the subservience of the Suerifice), Consequent- 
“ly, the Direct Declaration pointing to the predominance of the Agent, 
“and the Oontest indicating the predominance of the Sacrifice, the two 
“are found to pertain to two distinct subjects; and thus, there being nu 
“ coalition of the two with regard to any one subject, there can be nu 
“ conflict between them; aud in the absence of conflict, the one cannot 
“reject the other; [and hence the question as to whether the verb 
“ denotes the Agent or not cannot have any bearing upon the main sub- 
“ject of the Adhikarana; as whether the Agent is denoted or not by 
“the Verb, the ‘Telling of Lies’ in question comes to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice, iu both cases}.”’ 

Reply: It is not so; because though in the first instance, the Agent 
is cognized as subservient to the Action, yet this does not preclude the 
possibility of its subsequently becoming the predominant factor. That 
is to say, though, at first, the Action, looking out for its accessory in tho 

shape of its Performer, takes up the Agent as such a subservient acces- 
sor'y,—yet, when it comes to look out for its purpose, it is the Agent that 
isthe nearest factor capable of supplying that need; and thus having 
become the«Performer, he comes to look out for the good that the Action 
would bring to him. And thus tho relationship between the two factors 
(of the Agent and the Bhavana), both of which are denoted by the same 
word (the verb, —in accordance with the view that the Agent is denoted 

by the Verbal Affix), being established, the Bhdvana (of the action in 
question) could not be connected with the Sacrifice, which (being indi- 
ated by the Context) is more remote (from the Bhavana denoted by 
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the Verbal Affix, than the 4; jent, who, being denoted by the same Verh, 
is mora nearly related to it). Specially as, so long as the Bhavana ig 
capable of being aided by that which is denoted by the same word as 
itself, it is not right to assume the aid of au extraneous factor. As for 
instance, in the sentence—‘ A Lige Aert vapay pracarya Agnishomi- 
yam paçupurodāçamanunirvapati’ (‘having made the offering of the fat 
of the Agnishomiya animal, one performs the Pacupurodgaca sacrifice to 
Agni-Soma’),—though the nominal Affix (in ‘ Agnishomiyam’) signifies 
the fact of the Deities (Agni and Soma) being the subservient factor, yet 
when the purpose of the Sacrifice comes to be looked for, we come to 
recognise the fact of the deities Agni and Soma—which are mentioned 
in close proximity to it,—being the objects to be sanctified (by the sacri- 
fice); and hence the former sacrifice (the Vapāpraçãra) is not taken as 
acting as a remote aid to the Pagu-puroddga sacrifice. And certainly the 
subsequent predominance of a thing is not incompatible with its previous 
subservient character. Specially as when we come to look for the purpose 
(to be served by an action), anything can be taken as the predominant 
factor. 

Or again, it may be that the Verbal Affix denotes the Agent by 
himself alone, and his predominant or subservient character would be 
implied subsequently, in accordance with the circumstances of each case; 
and thus in this case, it becomes possible for both the action and the 
agent, to be predominant or subservient to cach other, in accordance with 
their mutual needs, proximity and capability (and hence it is necessary 
to consider this question). 

Or again, it has been shown to be a general rule, that in the case of 
all words, the basic root and the affix conjointly denote the meaning of 
the Affix, by reason of the order in which they appear; and in accordance 
with this rule, in the case of the Verb also, both (the Root and the Affix] 
would denote the Agent as the predominant factor, to which the denotation 
of the basic root would be subservient,—just as in tho case of the krdanta 
word (the word formed by the root and the bt affix) Specially as to 
the general rule just shown, we have never found an exception, either it. 
the shape of an argument, or a rule to the contrary. And thus, just as in 
the case of Roots with nominal and krt affixes, so in the case of the 
ordinary verbs also, it is the denotation of the Affix that comés to be the 
predominant factor.. And thus, inasmuch as the fact of the denotation of 
the. Root being the subordinate accessory is Ge EE by the 
word (the Verb), it cannot beset aside, ` 

Objection: “The rule that you have bronght forward is a general One, 
Ki and hence in the case of the Verb it.could be set: aside, im view of our 
‘actual cognitions. For instance, iu the vase of Verbs, tlie denotation of 
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“the Root is actually cognised as the predominant factor, while the Agent 
“ig recognised as the subservient factor; as, if this latter also were the 
u predominant factor, there would be no connection between the two. 
“That is to say, in all cases, we have seen that there can be no connection 
“between two factors that are either both subservicut, or both predomin- 
“ant. ‘Consequently, when it becomes necessary to take one of them as 
“the subservient, and the other as the predominant factor, then such 
“ discrimination could ouly be made in accordance with our actual cogni- 

“tions. And just as in the case of the Kydanta and Taddhita words, we 
“recognise the predominance to belong to the denotation of the Affix, 
o which has for its subservient the denotalion® of the basic Root,—so, in 
`“ the case of the ordinary Verb, it is distinctly recognizable by all that it 
“ig the denotation of the basic root that is the predominant factor, 
“having the denotation of the Affix subservient to it. And apart from 
{this there can be no other cause for the discrimination of their pre 
“dominance and subservience. And thus there can be no chance for the 
“ Agent to be recognised as the predominant factor [and hence the Agent 
“boing always the subservient factor, the mere fact of his being denoted 
“by the Verb could not affect the question of the Action pertaining to him 
“or to the Sacrifice; and as such there can be no use, in the present 
“ Adhikarana, of taking up the question of the denotation of the Agent by 
“the Verbal As" | 

To the above we make the following reply: The denotation of the 
Root can never be the predominant factor; and thus the aforesaid general 
rule would not be set aside in our case (as we hold the Bhavana to 
be the denotation of the Verbal affix). That is to say, it has been already 
shown that, inasmuch as the predominant factor in the denotation of the 
Verb consists of the Bhavand (which is denoted by the Affix), no pre- 
dominance could ever belong to the denotation of the Root, which forms 
the Instrumental factor in the Bhavana; and it has also been shown that 
the Bhavana is not denoted by the Verbal Root, 

Says the opponent: “It has been shown that, in accordance with 

“actual cognition, no pronominsage could belong to the denotation of the 
“the Root,” 

Reply: True, it has been shown; but not with regard to your theory, 
but to.ours: for he alone, who holds the denotation of the Verbal Affix to 
consist of the Bhavana, has the support of the law of Predominance as 
between the denotations of the Root and the Affix, as well as that of 
ordinary actual cognition ; while, on the other hand, for one who holds the 
denotation of the Verbal Afs to consist of. the Agent pure and simple, 
there is nothing (in the Verb) that could denote the Bhavana; and hence 
there would be no possibility of your definitions pointing to the pre- 
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dominance of that (Bhavana) ; specially as from the very definition (uf 
the denotatiou of the Affix) that you vouchsafe, it is the Agent that comes 
to be the predominant factor; and that (as you have also shown) jx 
opposed to the facts of actual cognition. Consequently, if the trend of 
actual cognition is to be followed, then it must be in due accordance with 
that that the denotation of the Affix should be defined; and there is no 
doubt that such a definition has been supplied only by those who hold that 
denotation to consist of the Bhdvand, and by none others. Consequently 
the other theorists having passed over the fact of ordinary actual cogni- 
tion, like the denotabilety, the predominance also of the Agent should be 
necessarily accepted by them; and thus the Action (of ‘Telling Lies’, 
would come to pertain to him (and not to the Sucrifice). [Thus it is clear 
that the question of the denotation of the Agent by the Verb has a very 
distinct bearing upon the main point of the present Adhikarana. |] 

Says the Opponent: “What you say would be possible in case 
“the Direct Declaration referred only to the relationship of Tädurthyu 
(belonging to, being for the sake uf). As a matter of fact however, what is 
“actually declured, and cognised as such, is the relationship between the 
“ denotations of the Root and the Affix, of the qualification and the quaii- 
“ fied, without any vestige of Zädarthya, auything with regard to the one 
“ belonging to, or being for the sake of, the other. And though the denota- 
“ tion of the Root, which is the qualification,.is cognised as the subser- 
“vient factor, yet, as in the case of the word ‘ Rājapurushah, so in the 
‘present case also, the characters of the Subsidiary and Primary may be 
“ attributed in a way contrary to that indicated by actual cognition. That 
“is to say, in the word ‘ Rajupurushak’ the Raja, serving as the quali- 
“fying factor, is recognised as the subservient element; while when we 
“come to consider the case as to which one of the two is the real 
“ subsidiary, and which the actual Primary, it is the Jä that comes to 
“ be known as the Primary, the preduminant factor. 

‘Then again, in the case of such words ‘ Pacuku' and the like, the käruku 
“is not one that has the point of its predominant factor doubtful; and 
yet, even in such cases, the Action is not cognised as belonging to the 
" Agent. For instance, in connection with the ‘ singleness,’ and ‘masculi- 
‘nity’ etc. of ‘Pagu,’ which are all shown to be connected with ong 
“another by the fact of being denoted by the various factors of the same 
“ word (‘pagund’),—when these come to be considered as being subservient 
“to the action (of ‘sacrifice’), the declaration will be made to the effect 
“that ' Direct Declaration does not mean that there is no signification of the 
“¢ Syntactical Oonnection’® (Bhashya on Jütra IV—i—15) ; and in the same 
“manner, we can declare, in the present connection, that ‘ Direct Declara- 
“tion dues uot menu that there is no indication by the Context.’ 
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“Farther, even though the Agent may he denoted, in the present 
“ease, a8 the predominant factor, yet the Import should he taken as 
«indirectly implying its subordinate character. That is tos aay, thongh 
“the Agent may be denoted as the predominant factor, yet the Import 
«does not show it to be the principal factor. Consequently, if the Verb 

* were to indicate the character of the Agent, it could not be indieated an 
“ the subordinate factor; and if one is called an ‘Agent,’ a ‘ performer,’ 
“while performing an action, then, inasmuch as one who ‘ performa’ an 
“action must be a factor subordinate to that Action, he could never be 
“recognised as the Primary (or Principal) factor. 
< “The same may be said to he the case where the actual denotation is 
‘wholly indifferent (as to the predominance or subservience of the Agent). 

“Tt has been urged above that ‘the Agent is merely denoted by the 
“verbal affix, and as for its subordinate or predominant character, that. 
t would be implied indirectly.’ But even then, if the Agent were denoted 
“simply as an object, its predominant or subordinate character could 
“be taken as one may please, because the actual denotation would be 
“ wholly indifferent as to this. But as a matter of fact, the Agent is always 
“denoted in the form of the Agent, which consists of the subordinate 
“ character; and hence there cannot be said to be an indifference on the 
“point. 

“Then, it has been argued that, ‘even though it may be denoted as the 
“ subordinate factor, yet the second further requirement (of the sentence) 
“would show it out in the character of the predominant factor.’ Bat this 
“is scarcely admissible ;—as it directly contradicts the Direct Declara- 
“tion on the point; as we have found that the verb has directly denoted 
“it as the ‘Avent,’ which is synonymous with the ‘subsidiary’; and if 
“subsequently we were to set aside this character, we wonld be going 
“directly against the said Direct Declaration. Nor does the absence of 
“an assumption of the subordinate character leave anything meaningless, 
“that might necessitate such an assumption necessary; because all that 
“is necessary for the required connection is indicated by the Context. 
“Just as in the case of the non-denotation of the Agent (by the Verb), 
“ the Context is capable of indicating, unopposed, all that is necessary for 
“the actual preformance of the Action,--so would it also do, in cases 
“where the Agent is denoted in the way shown above; and as such there 
"` would be no contradiction involved in this. 

“ Then again, the single verbal affix could not, at one and the same 

“time, denote the subordinate, as well as the predominant character (of 
“the Agent); and hence when accepting any one of these, if we were to 
“accept it as the predominant factor, then, it would lose its nominative 
` character, which consists of being subsidiary to the Action; and coming 
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“to be something that is obtained or approached, it would come to have the 
“ character of the objective; and consequently, inasmuch as the Declen. 
“ sional endings would be based upon that (objective) (in accordance with 
“ Pinini’s Sūtra ‘lah karmapi, elc.’), we should have the Atmanepada (or 
“ Passive) form of the verb (i.e, ‘djyatë’ instead of ‘ yajati '), in GER 
“with Panini’s stra ‘ Bhavakarmanoryak.’ 
“The following argument might be brought forward here: ‘All 
“ Agents take to certain courses of action, never without a distinct pur- 
a ee in view; consequently, he always appears in a two-fold character— 
‘(1) that of the Performer, the nominative, and (2) that of the 
“ possessor of the results issuing from the Action. And hence, when thè 
“ Agent would be denoted in both these characters, both the said require. 
“ments following from the Action would be found to be daly sup- 
“ plied,’ 
“ But this is scarcely admissible; because the character of the Agent 
“is distinctly known to consist in the shape of the Performer, the 
“ Nominative; and it is this that would be denoted (by the Verbal Affix); 
“and then, as for the fact of being the possessor (of the result of the 
“ Action), that comes to be recognised subsequently, by other means of ` 
“knowledge. Though it is a fact that the character of the nominative 
‘ Agent is not possible without that of the Possessor (of the Result of the 
“ Action), yet, inasmuch as this latter is cognisable by other means 
“of knowledge, what the Verb must be taken as denoting is only the 
“ character of the Performer (of the Action). In fact, we actually find 
“other words (than the Verb),—words such as ‘svargakāmak’ and 
" the like,—used with a view to the pointing out of the character of the 
“ Possessor of Results. 
“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the character of the 
‘* Agent (even when denoted by the Verb) is always that of the subor- 
dinate factor. - 
“ And in this case, we have the following further palate’ We 
“ find that even insentient objects, like the piece of wood for instance, are 
“ spoken of as Nominative Agents ; and certainly, the character of these 
‘could not be based upon any desire for results; ‘consequently there can 
“ be no such certain notion (as that the nominative character always im- 
“ plies that of the Possessor of Results). 
“That is to say, the definition of ‘Nominative Aan that we 
S should admit must be one that applies to all such Agents, And asa 
“matter of fact, we find that the characteristic of ‘ desiring the results’ 
“does not apply to all; inasmuch as it is not possible in insentient 
2 objects (which are often found to serve as nominative. agents) ; while 
" aa for the character pf ‘ being the performer,’ it ia found to exist in all 
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«guch objects. . Consequently, this latter alone shonld be accepted as 
4 constituting the differentia of the ‘ Agent.’ 

on Thus then we find that the Action cannot belong to the Man (or 
u Agent) (even in the case of its being denoted by the Verbal Affix). 

« And hence, there is no need of taking up the consideration (of the 
i question as to whether the Agent is, or is not, denoted by the Verbal 


“ Afix)” 


To the above, we make the following reply: Though it is quite true 
that-the verb does not denote the subsidiary character of the Action (when 
it ia taken as denoting the Agent), yet such character of it is shown hy 
the very fact of its qualifying the Agent, and thereby being subordinate to 
it, Consequently, one kind of its subservience to the Agent, with regard 
tits denotation by the verb (along with the Action), is found to be dis- 
tinctly mentioned. And that should be accepted, with regard to the Per- 
formance also (of the action; and not with regard to the denotation only). 

In the case of such expressions as ‘ Rajapurushak’ also, the operation 
of the words themselves distinctly indicates the fact of the Aaja being 
the subordinate factor; while on the strength of other means of know- 
ledge, the actual relation of subserviency between the Raja and the Purusha 
is accepted to be quite the contrary (i.e. the Purusha is recognised an 
subordinate to the Raj@) ; as has been shown under the ‘ Saktvadhikarana ’ 
(If—i—11 ef seg.); and it has also been explained that this latter recognition 
uf the contrary relationship does not necessarily make such relation 
the actual denotation of the words. l 

In fact, that subordinate element which really subsists in the Raja, 
is that upon which the operation of the word (in ‘RAjapurushah') is 
based. That subordinate element really exists. Because the Raja, pro- 
viding for the subsistence of the Purusha (his servant), comes to be 
endowed with the subordinate character; and as for his ‘lordship’ over 
the man, he comes to assert it later on; and the way in which he may be 
spoken of (either as the Lord or the subordinate) depends upon the wish 
of the speaker (in whichever character he may wish to represent him). 

That is to say, if what is meant to be spoken of is the ‘ Purusha 
(servant) qualified by (belonging to) the Raya,’ then, it must be admitted 
that what is meant to be indicated by the compound is the fact of the 
Rij% according such aids (to his servant) as the providing for his subsis- 
totice, as this would be exactly in keeping with the actual denotation of the 
words. When, on the other hand, the Raja is meant to be spoken of as 
me that is helped (served) by his servant, then it would be necessary to 

take the fact of the Raja being the qualified, as iñdicated by the word ; 
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and in that case, the Purusha (servant) comes to be indicated as his 
qualification, carrying out his orders; and in that case. the expression 
used should be in the form of Caen ajah. Thus then, while the nse 
of the two forms (‘ Rajapurushak’ and ‘ Purushardjak’) is found to be 
conditioned by the two meanings shown above as those desired. to be 
conveyed, why should wo have recourse to the complicated alternative of 
having the use of them conditioned by the mere desire to express, as based 
upon the help accorded to the action to be spoken of afterwards? Thus 
thon, when the use of a word is found to be brought about by a previ- 
ously existing cause, we conclude that in the case of the word ‘ Rajapuru- 
shah, the subsidiary character (of the Bag) that is meant is that baset: 
upon the fact of his helping (the servant). Though, in the case of such 
possessions as the Cow, the born slave and the like, the subsidiary 
character (of the Master) is absolutely non-existing, yet such character 
should be taken as imposed npon him by the possibility of his extending 
his helping hand to them. 

It may be argued that in such cases as that of the word ‘ Bajapuru- 
gell with a view to establish the superiority of the Baja, we can explain 

‘upasarjana? (the character whereof is attributed to the Rājā) as ‘ Helper,’ 

and not as ‘Subsidiary.’ But even then, the character of the helper 
would be more proximate to the Subsidiary, whose function tends to 
‘helping, and not to the Primary; and hence the ‘helping’ also would 
only establish the subsidiary character of thé Raja. 

In the case of all such words as ‘ p&caku’ and the like, | inasmuch as 
the very existence of the word is due to the action of helping (by cooking, 
ete.), we accept the existence of this helping in the actions (of cooking, f.i.}, 
which thus become endowed with the character of the Subsidiary, and 
not with that of the Primary, which could be based only on the fact of 
their being something to be accomplished. 

Objection: “In that case, in the sentence ‘ prokshitabhyam ulikhalu- 
“ musaldbhyam, ete. (‘by means of the ulükhala and musala duly washed, 
"Tote, jw the washing would become subservient to the substance (pounded). 

Reply: Who denies that fact? (We quito readily admit it.) 
| Objection: ‘“ Then, the consideration of the question as to whether 
“or not the said washing is for the purpose of threshing, pounding, etc.. 
“ would be wholly incompatible.” | 

Reply: Why should it be incompatible, specially when the fact of 
something tending towards the accomplishment of another is quite differ- 
ent from its being for the sake of that? For instance, the accessory. 
though being for the sake-of the substance, yet tends towards the accomplish- 
ment of the uction; and under the circumstances, it is only natural that 
there should arise the question as to whether the particular accessory- 
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detail (of oe teuds towards the accomplishment of the interveniuy 
action of threshing and pounding, etc., or to that of the much remoter 
Apurva (of the Sacrifice), And as for the consideration of the question 
as to for whose sake we have the washing, that could not be very well 


carried. on, without a reference to the Ulakhala and the Musalu,—the 
question to be considered being whether the washing is for the sake of 


the capability of the Ulakhula and the Musala to bring about the actions 
of threshing and pounding, or to that capability of these which tends to 
bring about a certain transcendental result (Apérea). g 

Then again, though the hidden objective character of a certain 


thing would not include the action, yet, when the Nominative character 


becomes manifested, as located in (manifested by) the Verh, this 
latter would certainly include it. That is to say, those kérakas (the Accu- 
sative, etc.) that are denoted by kydantas (nouns formed by krit affixes), 


cbeing hidden (not explicit), could not take up the action as being for 


their own sake; those, however, that residein Nouns and Verbs proper, 
are quite manifest, and would be capable of taking up the action. 

It has been argued above that, “as in the case of the singleness of 
the animal, so, in the case in question. also, if the Action, that has gob rid 
of the relationship of being for the sake of the Agent, were taken as 
pertaining to the Sacrifice, there would be nothing objectionable in 


this,” 


To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as the singleness, 
elo, are included in the Kdrakas, they would be for the sake of the 
Action, because of their being amenable to the direct denotation of the 
Kaérakas; and this would set aside the idea of those (singleness, ete.) being 
subsidiary to the substance. That is to say, it would be solely on the 
ground of proximity (consisting of the fact of its being expressed by the 
samo word) that the number could be taken as subsidiary to the sub- 
stance ; but it is taken up aud connected with the Action by the karaku, which | 
is the predominant factor, being more proximately related to the number 
(inasmuch as the kdraka and the number avo denoted by the same case- 
ending, while the number aud the substance are denoted by two distinct 
parts of the Verb). In the case of the denotations of Verbal Roots, 
however, they are not shown, by any other more authoritative means of 
knowledge, to pertain to the Sacrifice, which could reject the fact of those 
root-meanings being subsidiary to the Nominative Agent. 

|. Then again, an argument that has been urged is that, “inasmuch 
us the chaxacter of the Nominative Agent is in the shape of the Subsidiary, 
even: ‘though it be denoted as the predominant factor, it all the more 
comes to be established as the Subsidiary.” 

Bot dis Ze not correct; in the matter of actions tuentioned in the 
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Scriptures, it is only iutelligent agents that are entitled; consequently, 
there could be no injunction of actions for such agents, unless it were 
accompanied by a distinct definition of the Result (to follow from the 
performance of those actions). 

That is to say, though the character of the Agent generally consists in 
that of his being the performer, yet, for all. intelligent performers, the 
performance is always accompanied by a definite idea of the result to 
follow from it; and, as a matter of fact, it is only such intelligent per- 
sons, and not non-intelligent ones, that are entitled to the performance 
of actions laid down in the Veda; and all these actions are connected 
with certain Injunctions, —even Prohibitions being based upon the Greg. 
ence of the Injunctive affix; and, as a matter of fact, there can be no 
Injunction, unless there is something desirable by man to be accomplished 
‘by the action enjoined). Consequently, when the Man comes to be 
spoken of as the ‘ performer’ of a certain action, he at once comes to the 
conclusion that the action is calculated to accomplish, either directly or 
indirectly, something desirable for himself; and so long as it is possible 
to have the help accorded directly, it is not right to assume an indirect. 
help. Nor is the performer. wholly incapable of undergoing preparatory 
purifications, because, being meant to be the substratum of the result of 
the Sacrifice, his purification would serve a distinctly useful purpose. 
As for the particular help that could be accorded to him by the action. 
we can, at the first instance, take it to be a mere help in general; as 
this would be enough to set aside the idea of the- action being for the 
sake of the Sacrifice; and when this has been done, then we can go 
ou assuming, as we wish, the particular helps accorded to the performer 
(by the action in question); but this seeking after particular helps 
would be of no use iu the present connection, as the mere fact of the 
aclion according sume help to the Performer would be enough to show that 
thy action cannot be for the sake of the Sacrifice. (That is to say, in case 
the Verb be accepted to be denotative of the Performer, the Nominative 
Agent). 

Even though the mere denotation of the Nominative Agent would. 
uot express his- predominance, which is not included in the former 
denotation,—yet, the apparent inconsistency of the former denotatiou 

would necessarily imply the fuct of the predominance also being signified 
ly the same Verb. As for instance, even though the word ‘ svargaka- 
muk’, which denotes a particular Person, does not denote the fact of. the 
srarga being the object to be attained, yet this latter is assumed (on the 
strength of the apparent inconsistency of the previous denotation) (as we 
shall show in Adhyaya VI). . In the same manner, the ‘lordship’ of an 
iutelligeut person (over a certain action) would be signified: by the cog- 
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nition of ihe nominative character being based upon the presence, in that 
person; of a desire for the acquiring of the results (to proceed from that 
action), Aud then again, in the case of the Deity, which is the reci» 
pient of the offering made in the action, we find that its predominance is 
recognized only as leading to its being cognised as instrumental in the com- 
pletion of the Sacrifice, and not with the sole end of merely establishing 
the said predominance; and similarly in tho case in question, the sub- 
sidiary character of the Agent should bo taken only as calculated to estab- 
lish his predominance (consisting in the fact of his being the possessor of 
the result following from the action). 

cx ‘Then again, the subsidiar y character of the Nominative Agent is not 

lrecognized as referring to the significations of the verbal roots, (but as 
with reference to the Bhavana); and when the Agent comes to be known 
‘as subsidiary to the Bhdvand, do not you even then admit the significa- 
tion of the verbal root to be subsidiary to him ? 

Thatis to say, even for one who holds the Nominative Agent to bo 
denoted by the Verbal Affix (i.e. for the Vaiyakuruna), it is absolutely 
necessary to admit the existence of the Bhūvanä, on the strength of its 
actual cognition. And then, inasmuch as itis the Bhavand that is denoted 
hy the same Verbal Affix, and is the predominant factor in the denotation 
of that affix, it naturally takes with itself the Nominative Agent as its 
subsidiary; and as such, the Agent does not become subsidiary to the 
signification of the verbal root, And hence, the Agent, being engaged 
with the Bhavana which he cannot turn aside to any other purpose, comes 
to take up, as his subsidiary, that which is signified by the verbal root 
‘connected with the affix that denotes the Bhdvan@ and the 
Agent). 

Nor is there any incongruity involved in the factof the Agent having 
the twofold character (of being subsidiary to the Bhavuand, and yet the 
predominant factor in comparison to the signification of the verbal 
root); because the two are two subjects totally apart. If the Agent 
were taken as also subsidiary to, He Root-meaning itself, then even 
» single such signification would be self-contradictory. As a matter 

fact, we find that, in the case in question, it is with reference to the 
Ghavand that the Agent is regarded as the subssdiury, while with reference 
to the Root-meaning, it is the predominant factor; and as such there can 
he “no” self-contradiction in this. Because, if a thing that is naturally 
endowed with a twofold character, should be denoted by words also as 
having both of those char acters,— what incongruity can there be in this H 
rit may be that while one of these characters is expressed directly by 
the word, the other is implied only indirectly ; and thus, too, there can be 
no selfscontradiction, ==» ? 


1302 TANURA-VARTIKA. ADH, II—PADA IV-—-ADHI. (4). 


And thus, inasmuch as there is always a possibility of the nomina. 
tive agent being the predominant factor, that which is signified by the 
verbal root would certainly become subservient: to that ; Agent (if he be 
admitted to be denoted by the verbal affix), 

There is yet another point of difference deserving of eg it is 
this: The words ‘ pdcaka’ and the liko are recognised as connected wit}, 
another action ; and hence.in the case of such words the mere denotation 
of the word would make the root a qualification (of the Agent). 

That isto say, we have the following point of difference between the 
subservient character based upon verbal denotation aud that based upon th: 
uuture of things:—In the case of the sentence—‘pacakam rdjapuruskiim 
cu naya’ (‘Fetch the cook and, the Kiny’s-servant’)—we find that the 
action of cookiny and the king become subservient to the Man that is 
_ connected with the action of fetching (i.e. the man that is to be fetched) 
merely through the peculiar character of the denotations of the words 
(t pãcaka’ and ‘rdjapurushu’); and so it is just possible that the two 
(the cooking and the king) may not go so far as to become the actual 
auxiliaries (to the Man and the action of fetching). On the other hand, 
in the case of such sentences as ‘nänrtam vadët; we find that the words 
do not make a mention of the connection of the nominative agent with 
any other action (than that of ‘telling’ f.i.); so that we do not stand in 
neod of a subservient character based upon the mere denotation of words: 
aud consequently, we are led to accept the subservient character of the 
root-meaning (the Action of telling) as based upon the nature of things; 
and this character can be none other that of being the auxiliary. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that, in the event of the 
Agent being accepted to be denoted by the verbal affix, there is a dis- 
tinct authoritative means of knowledge pointing to the fact of the 
Action signifiod by the verbal root being subservient to the Man. 

Objection: ‘ But, even if the Agent were not denoted by the verbal 
‘affix, then too, inasmuch as he would be indicated by the Bhavani that 
“ig denoted by the same. word (as the Agent, i.e. by the verbal ax, 
“it would be he that would be most nearly related, by Context, to gi b 
“ verbal root ;.and hence, in this case too, wheu the Action signified by th 
‘verbal root would come to look for its purpose, this want would be 

“supplied by the said Agent; and hence in this case also, just as in the 
“ase of the Agent being denoted: by the verbal affix, the Action would 
“be subservient to the Agent.” 

_ Reply: This objection does not quite SS to the case; became only 
that word can be takeu'in its indirect indicative sense, which is not 
capable of affording a seuse by direct déenotation ; and when the word 
has mice afforded this direct denotation, it- is ‘then. that the Indication 
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appears as its concomitant (and hence it is that this latter cannot have 
„ preference over Direct Denotation). | | 
That is to say, if the Agent were denoted (by the verbal affix), then, if 
ne should happen to be spoken of, in a general way,—withont having his 
apecialties pointed out,—by Direct Denotation,—then, he wonld cer- 
tainly be able to fulfil all the requirements of every one of the actions that 
he would perform; and as such, in no case, would he fall off from the 
sense of the Scriptures. On the other hand, if he is only indicated (by 
the Bhavan’), then, from the very beginning, we would have the idea 
that what is cognized is not in keeping with the sense of the Serip- 
‘aves. And certainly we cannot attach any importance to that which is 
not mentioned by the Scriptures. Consequently, if we could find ont 
some scriptural authority pointing to the fact of the Agent being indi- 
cated by the Bhavani, then alone could we accept it as being in keeping 
with the Scriptures, and hence admissible. But as a matter of fact, we 
find that all the words of the Scripture betake themselves to the indirect. 
lnethod of Indication only when their direct signification is not found to 
bo of any use with regard to the Action; and in the case in question we 
find that the Bhavana is of use (in the Action), only in the shape in 
which it is directly denoted (by tho verbal affix). But it is not possible 
for the verbal affix to operate, at the same time, both directly (with 
vegard to the Bhâvanā) and indirectly (with reference to the Agent). 
Consequently, just as in the case of the utterance, ` Parvo dhavati’ 
(‘the former is running’), though the ‘latter’ is also implied as the 
correlative of the ‘former, yet it is not connected with the action (of 
running),—-80, in the same manner, the fact is that the expression in 
question (e the verbal affix). being really given to something else 
(the Bhévand), the Agent is simply implied as the correlative of 
this Bhävanā; and as such, this implied Agent is not cognized ns of any 
use with regard to the Action in question. ‘Then, as for the mere cogni- 
tion of the Agent by Indication, that would be possible only when the 
Agent would be a subordinate factor, and honce the said Indication 
could not point to the fact of the Agent being the predominant factor. 
And then the upshot of the whole affair is that, for the sake of its 
own accomplishment, which would not be otherwise possible, the Bhavana 
implies the Agent, only as a subordinate, and not as a predominant 
factor; and hence an idea of his predominance would be wholly un- 
founded. Specially as the Bh dvané would not be able to imply the Agent, 
if he were the. predominant factor. Consequently as soon as the Agent 
hegins to bring itself forward to.a predominant position, and we look for 
a authority for this latter position, we find both the word (the verbal 
affix) and the Bhavana wholly indifferent on the point; and as a matter 
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of fact, there can be no other right means of the cognition of the ayia 
predominance (which thus becomes wholly unfounded). 

Thus then, we find that the consideration of the question, as 1. 
whether, or not, the Agent is denoted (by the verbal affix),—has a very 
important hearing npon the main point of the Adhikarana. 

And upon this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The sontence—‘ naarlam vadét’—must be taken as proh ibiting the 
“tolling of lies that the man does for his own sake, on account of the 
*veneral tendency of speech to be false; that is to say, it lays down the 

j prohibition of telling lies for the sake of saving man from a grievous sin. 
“ (1) Because the word ‘ vada’ directly denotes the Man (as the no. 
‘‘minative agent); (2) because it is only when taken in this manner 
“that tho Injunction is found to servea useful purpose; and (3) because if 
“it pertained to the sacrifice, it would be altogether useless. 
“That is to say, in the first place, the connection of the action SS 
"77 telling’ with the Agent is directly denoted by the fact of both of ther 
“ hoing denoted by the same word (the ‘telling’ by the root ‘ vada,’ and 
“the Agent by the verbal affix, in the word ‘ vada’); and this connection 
“sats aside the indication of the Context (which is the sole authority for 
“connecting the ‘Telling’ with the Sacrifice). Secondly, the operation * 
"uf the Injunctive (in ‘vadé") also is found to serve the distinctly 
“useful purpose of laying down something not mentioned before (i.e. the 
“ prohibition of the telling of lies for the sake of Man); while if it were 
“ meant to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, then, the Injunctiveness would 
“rest wholly in that which is signified by the root (i.e.—the mere 
“+ telling’), which would be brought up by the declaration of the per- 
formance of the sacrifice as n whole; and as such an actual injunction 
“to the same effect would be absolutely useless, This is what is meant 
“hy the Bhishya, agate ise, the meaning of the word ‘vadét’ comes ty 
‘ba merely that ‘telling is’ ; and the use of the word ‘vadét,’ which denotes 
“the nominative as well as the Injunction, for expressing the mere fact 
“that ‘telling is, would be absolutely useless. i 
“Thus then, inasmuch as all Injunctions are for the sake of Man. 
S EO tane also, following in the wake of Injunctions, must be taken 
‘as being for his sake (and not for that of Sacrifice); and the 
““sonse of the sentence in question comes to be that, ‘for the sake of 
“ helping himself a Man should not tell lies.’ | 
“To explain the Sitra—Inasmich as what the sentence is ‘found to 
“express has already been previously laid for the- Man by the Smrti, ab 
“ the time of his Upangyana, long before he became entitled to the per- 
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“ formance of the Dar ça»-Pürnamñsn,—the same declaration made for the 
‘sake of Man, in connection with this sacrifice, must be taken as merely 
‘descriptive of that which has permanent existence (for the Man, ever 
‘since his H panayana). 

“ Question: ‘When the Prohibition is for the sake of Man, why 
‘should the Stra speak of connection with a sacrifice ?’ 

“ Answer :—What is meant to be set aside by the Sutra is that (1) 
‘which the Siddhānti takes to be connected with the sacrifice, (2) which is 
‘ spoken of as connected with it, and (3) which is indicated, by the Context, 
‘as being thus connected; the meaning of the Sätra would thus be this: 
‘That which is meant by the Siddhanti to be related to the sacrifice, or that 
‘which is spoken of as related to it, or that which is indicated by the Oon- 
‘teat to be related to it,—inasmuch as all this would really pertain to the 
‘ Man, the sentence in question must be taken as merely descriptive of whut 

| ‘talready. existe. 

“ Objection » ‘The sentence in question, which is a Gruti, must be taken 
‘tas the basis for the Smpti-teat that prohibits the telling of lies at the 
“ Upanayana. That is to say, it has already been shown (in the Smrti- 
“paida) that all Smrtis are anthoritative only by renson of their being 
“based upon. corroborative Ọruti texts; and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the sentence in question is found to be expressive of the same thing as 
“the Smrti text (prohibiting the telling of lies) found in connection 
“with the Upanayana ceremony, the former should be taken as the basis 
“of the latter (and not as merely descriptive of it). That is to say, if 
“the anthority of the Smrti rested in itself, independently of everything 
“else, then, on the strength of this fact, the Gruti-sentence under con- 
“sideration might have been taken as merely descriptive of what has 
“always existed (on the strength of the aforesaid Smrti-text). As a 
“mattet of fact, however, in the case of all Smrti: texts, it is necessary 
“to trace the corroboration of a Gruti-text. And in the case in question, 
“the only alternatives at our disposal are—(1) to assume some other 
“ Cruti-tert as the basis of the said Smrti, and take the one under consi- 
“deration as merely descriptive, or (2) to take the sentence under consi- 
“deration as the basis of that Smyti, But so long as we actually find 
“the necessary corroborative Crati- text in the shape of the one under 

“ consideration, — there can be no ground for assuming one that does not 
“exist (or, at least is not as easily perceptible). In fact, such au assump- 

“tion: would involve two unjustifiable things—the rejection of the text ` 
“that already exists, and the assumption of that whieh has no existence. 
“Consequently we cannot take the sentence in question to be a mere 

“ descriptive declaration.’ 7 

The. reply. | to the aboye as given by the Bhaehya i is this: (lt the: 

164 
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“Smrti rule were based upon the Cruti-text in. question, then) the 
“u Brit should hare mention af the Darca-Ptirnamasa sacrifice ; ag a Malfoy 
“of fact, however, we find the Siapti rule being tunght at the time of the 
“ Dpanayana ; consequently the sentence in question cannot be taken as the 
“ Vedic basis of the Smrti rule. 

“To this answer, however, some peuple object as. follows: ‘In the 
“Bhashya, there does not appear to be any connection or relevancy of 
“that which follows to what has gone before. Becanse if the sentence 
“in question were fu ken as pertaining to Man, being taken apart from 
“the Vontext,—then in that case, inasmuch as the sentence would have 
“the same meaning as the Smrti rule,—why should not. in that case, 
“the sentence in question, be taken ns the basis of the Smrti? That is 
“to say, if the sentence under consideration were meant to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice, and thus serve as the basis of the Sm7t7,—then, in that case, 
“as it would be necessary for the basis and that which is based upon it to 
“be of the same nature, and as the two (the basic Çruti and the based 
* Smrti), in this case, would not be similar in character (the Cruti per, 
“taining to the Sacrifice, while the Smrti pertains to Man), the one 
“ (the Çruti sentence under consideration) could not have served as the 
“basis of the Smrti rule. When, however, the indications of the 
‘* Context are set aside, and the sentence under consideration is taken as 
“pertaining to Man, then, inasmuch as this also would come to pertain 
“ to the time of the Upanayana (and thus being exactly similar in charac- 
“ ter to the Smriti rule), wherefore should not the Pérvupakshi have 
“ admitted the fact of the Smrti being based upon the sentence in ques- 
“tion? Why too would it be necessary for the Surt rule to have 
“ mentioned the Durga-Parnamisa (when both the Soit and its corrobo- 
“ rative ÇỌruti-text in the shape of the one onder consideration would 
“come to pertain to Man)? For these reasons, we conclude that the 
‘denial (in the Bhishya passage under consideration) of the fact of the 
“ sentence in question being the basis of the Smrti rule was ill-advised.’ 

"7 But this objection is not quite admissible ; because in the present 
“ Adhikarana, the BhAashya puts forth three distinct Parvapakshas; 
“from among whom, the first can admit of the fact of the sentence 
“ under consideration being the basis of the mrii rule, while the other 
“ two insist upon the former being taken merely as descriptive ei want 
“ has been laid down in the latter. 

, “That is to aay, if the only declaration of the Paérvapaksha were that 
-“ in regard to the sentence pertaining to Man, then ‘the Bhashya passage 
"a ander consideration would have been irrelevant. As a matter of fact, 
© however, the existence of this very passage in the Bhashya ahows that 
“the author of the Bhdshya had in. view three distinct Parvapakshas 


PROHIBITION OF LYING PERTAINS TO SACRIFICE. ` | 1307 


n which are as follows:—(1) First of all is one that is wholly indepen- 
“ dent ‘of the Sitra,—and this. is that the sentence in question pertains 
“to Man; and in this case, the Smrti rule-is not brought forward at 
“all; and if it were absolutely necessary to bring it forward in this 
“case algo, then, there would be nothing to prevent us from necept- 

“ing the Smyit to be based upon the sentence under consideration. 

u And in the case of this Pirvapuksha both of these (the Cruti and the 
“ Smrti) would be accepted as free from all doubt as to whether they 
“ are Injunctive or Descriptive (as both would be admitted to be Inj june- 
“ tive).-—(2) But finding the two Siitras (12 and 13) not connected with 

“one another. in regard to the above Pdrvapuksha, the Bhashyn, with a 
“view to put. forward the theory of the sentence being a Descriptive 
“ Declaration (which Péreapakshe would be iu keeping with the 
“ Gddhanta Sütra 13), takes up the view that the sentence in question 
pertains to the Man as connected with the Sacrifice; aud hence makes 
“the declaration—The telling of Wes was prohibited at the time of 
“the Upanayana. And the objector, taking his stand upon the first 
“ Pirvapaksha, objects to the declaration of the sentence in question 
-“ being merely descriptive, when it should be taken as forming the very 
“basis of the Smrti rule. And in reply to this objection, the Siddhänti 
“ (of the Purvapaksha ) denies the fact of the sentence in question boing 
“the basis; and in doing this he practically accepts the second Parva. 

© paksha; his meaning being that we have not admitted the senteuce to per- 

“tain to the Man by himself, but to him us connected with the Sucrifice, 
“just like the Abhikramana, in accordance with the Saéra I11—iv—15 ; 
“ and certainly this would not apply to all men, or even all through the 
“life of one man even. This view would be in keeping with Direct 
“ Declaration (which connects the telling with the Manas well as with the 
‘Context (which connects it with the Sacrifice). And thus the Smris 
“ mle, which has a universal application, could not have all its require- 
“ ments supplied by the Gruti-text in question, which has a limited scope 
“of application, applying to one man only, and that too, only during 
the time that he may be engaged in the Darça- Pūrnamāsu; consequent- 
“ly the Smrit would certainly point to a Gruti-text exactly like itself 
“(that could serve as its basis) ; and when this latter has been assumed, 
‘the Prohibition (of telling lies) in. connection with the Darga-Piurna- 
“ mäsa sacrifice, being found to be a part of that contained in the as- 
“ sumed sentence, comes to be taken as merely descriptive. For certainly, 
D that which serves as a Prohibition, from the very day of the Upunayuna, 
“ would act as one.during the Darga-Pirnamdsu also ‘Thus then, inns- 
much as. the Darga-Piirnamina would fall within the time. between one’s 
' Upanayana. and his death, the seuteuce that speaks of the prohibition 
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“ of telling lies duving these Sacrifiees must be. merely desoriptive of 
“the wider Prohibition pertaining to the man’s whole life; and it 
“could not form the basis of the Smrti rule. The sentence in the 
“ Bhaishya— apica purushadharmam évopodiganti’— (which appears in the 
“course of this second Purvapaksha)—should be taken along with the 
“ former; as it speaks of the Prohibition pertaining to the Man.—(3), 
nm Or, this very sentence—‘ apica etc.’—may be taken as putting forward 
ss ne third theory of the. Pirvapaksha. And in this case the sentence 
* would not be taken as referring to the question of the Prohibition 
“pertaining to the Man or to the Sucrifice; but the question being 
“as to whether the Prohibition of telling lies, that we find in 
“ connection with the Durga-Pirnamise, is the Injunction of some- 
“ thing never laid down before, or it is only descriptive of what has been 
“previously laid down,—we have the Pérvapaksha that, because of the 
“ Prohibition being contained in the Smrti, it is a Some of 
“ what already exists, 

“ Objection: ‘The connection of the Prohibition as ‘found in the 
“Smrti is wholly different from that found inthe sentence in question ; 
“ because in the former it relates to Mun, while in the latter it relates to 
“the Sacrifice (and hence the one could not be merely descriptive of the 
"7 other) 

“ Reply: True, it is so; and yet the sentence in question is merely 
“ descriptive of what already exists; because, even in the sacrifice, the” 
“ telling of lies must belong to the Man, and not to the Sacrifice; conse- 

“ quently that prohibition of the telling of lies, which relates to the Man, 
“ would apply to the Querifice also. i 

“That is to say, though it is true that the Prohibition relating to 

“ the Sacrifice is something different from that relating to Man, yet the 
“former could not have the true character of the Injunction, —as it 
“would certainly be implied by the impossibility in the former. For 
“certainly, itis not possible that a Man should avoid the telling of lies 
“for his own sake, and go on telling them for the sake of the Sacrifice. 
“Thus then, inasmuch as the prohibition: of telling lies for the sake 
“of the Sacrifice-would be included in that of telling them for the sake 
“of the Man himself, the former could not but be taken ap merely descrip- 
“ tive of the latter. | 
“In this latter Parvapaksha, there would be no quatn as to the 
E Prohibition forming the Vedic basis for tlie other ; because. the 
WICH rule relates to the Mun ( while the Kee one relates to the 
SE e rr, | 8 
= EE Or thé i por Gon of the Bhaohya, from the beginning of the passage | 
Fander consideration, down to 'darçapūrnumäsayoritè hi smaryëla’, 
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“ should be ‘taken as containing the answer ; the sense of which would be 
“thet; inasmuch as the sentence in question is only descriptive of what 
“has been already laid down in a Smrti rule based upon another Vedic 
“text, it only serves the purpose of eulogizing the sacrifices (of the 
n , Darja- Parnamasa),—the form of the eulogy being that, ‘inasmuch as 
“this Sacrifice becomes connected with even such Prohibitions as 
“really pertain to other things, it becomes endowed with many 
“accessories; and as such it is very praiseworthy.’ 

| o And thus the sentence comes to be a mere ‘Arthuvdda.’” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra (18): It is an Injunction ; ; because of the connection 
being wholly different. 


First of all, the Bhashya takes the argument herein propounded, 
via, the difference of connection--as against the first Pūrvapaksha, that 
the Prohibition relates to the Man by himself. 

In the Hurt, we find the rule ‘One should tell the truth 

(‘Satyam brityat’),—enjgoininy the telling of truth as asource of Dharmu 
Virtue) ; ; while the sentence in qnestion—‘ xinrtam vadét’--lays down 
the Prohibition of telling lies; and thus there is a distinct difference 
ire the subject-matter of the two rules. And as a matter of fact 
fwe know that the mention of one thing cannot be descriptive of that of 
a totally different thing; consequently the sentence in question must 
be tuken as an independent Injunction. 

Objection: “ There are only two ways in which a man can speak, 
“—the telling of the truth, and the telling of untruth; consequently 
“the restriction of telling the truth would naturally involve the prohi- 
“bition of the telling of the untruth; and thus the latter would 
“certainly be descriptive of the former.” 

Reply : It is not so; because of the difference of connection, That is 
to say, that sentence alone can be taken as descriptive of another, which 
is fonnd to serve exactly the same purpose as the other docs. In the 
‘Case of one being an Injunction and the other a Prohibition, there is a 
distinct difference between the purposes served by them, specially as 
the results brought by the two are so wholly different. For instance, 
whenever ‘the Injunction operates, it operates towards the fulfilment of 
something desirable, while the Prohibition operates iu a wholly different 
manner, serving the purpose of setting aside from a sin. 

That is to say, in the case of the Injunction ‘one should tell the 
truth’; we find that when the resultant Bhdvan@ stands in need of 
a purpose, this latter is found to consist in the form of Heas en, ete., 
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because of the fact of nll Injunctions relating to something desirable e , 
Man ; thus thon, the meaning of the Injunction comes to be that, +; 
being possible for man to tell the truth as well as: the untruth, if : 
sticks to the telling of the truth, he comes to be endowed with some. 
thing desirable’; avd hence one who would tell the truth would attain 
to Heaven. But the Injunction says nothing as to whether the telling 
‘of untruth constitutes an excellence or a poreon In the same manner, 
the Prohibition contained in the sentence ‘one should not tell lies’, 
simply declares that the telling of lies leads to Hell; and it says noth. 
ing as to whether the felling of truth constitutes an excellence or ; 
defect. And thus inasmuch as the meanings of the two sentences wee 
“wholly, different, any one of them cannot e taken as a mere repetition 
of the other; and hence the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injunction (of Prohibition). 7 ; 

Objection: “The ‘connection’ of the sentence in question would 
“have been ‘different’, if the declaration of the Smrti had ended 
“with ‘one should tell the truth. As a matter of fact, we find that 
“the Smrti contains also the Prohibition of telling lies, exactly like 
“the Injunction of telliny the truth; and thus in view of this Prohibi- 
“tion, the connection of the sentence in question cannot be said to be 
“ different from that which is found in the Surti 7" : 

Reply : Inasmneh as the said Smpti Prohibition is fonnd in course 
of the ‘ Observances laid down for the religious student’, it mus? We 
taken as an Injunction (of telling the truth) by contraries (Puryudésu), 
on the same grounds as those shown in connection with the sentence ‘oue 
should not look upon the rising sun.’ Thatis to say, all that the Prohiti- 
tion, under the circumstances, means is that ‘one should say what is not 
untrue.’ And thus the connection of the sentence in question—' nānrtam 
vadét’—would certainly be different from any that may be found in the 
Smrti. | 
In the case of. the latter Prohibition ‘ndnrtam vadét’, which 18 
found in connection with the Darga-Pirnamésa, we find none of the 
reasons that could justify us in taking this also as a Paryudāsā (i.e. an In- 
junction by contraries); the only two reasons capable of this are---{1) tle. 
use of the word ‘observance’, and (2) the chance of optional alter- 
natives. As for the latter, an optional alternative is possible’ only in 
a case where what is pr ohibited is something the performability of 
which is pointed out by the Scriptures themselves, and not in that 
where what is prohibited is only that which:one would perform for 
A certain end of. his own, (because in tho former case both what i8 
prohibited and the ` Prohibition would ‘have. the support of Scriptural 
authority, while in the latter case, the Prohibition. done would ba? 
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this authority ),—-us we shall see Inter on. [And in the case in question, 
the telling of Wes that is prohibited is not based upon any Seriptural 
text. | Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken as an 
Injanction. a | | 

If, however, the opponent should urge the argument, that—“ we 
Gul, in the Smrtis, many Prohibitions of telling lies, apart from the one 
found in the course of the ‘observances of the religions student’ (and 
the sentence in question could be taken as descriptive of tlese),”—then, 
in that case, we would explain the ‘Difference of Convection’ in the 

h following manner: That which is mentioned in the Smrti is mentioned 
for all men, with a view to the fulfilment of certain desirable ends; 
rherens that which is mentioned in the sentence in question is for the man 

engaged in the sacrifice (of the Darga- Pūrnamasñ), with a view to a 
‘distinct result (in the shape of an Apūrva). 

Objection: “ This very reason would show that while the former 
“has a universal application, the latter is very limited in its scope,— 
“and as such this latter could certainly be taken as merely descrip- 

tive of the former.” 

_ Reply: It is not so; because there is a difference in their results, 
as just shown above. For instance, all that the Prohibition contained 
in the mr’ shows is that, ‘with a view to remove sinfulness from 
bënselt, the Man should not tell a lie.’ And hence if a person per- 
forming the Dérga-Pirnamisa sacrifice should come to infringe this 
prohibition, he would, by that, be infringing something that is 
wholly apart from the Sacrifice; and hence all that such an infringe- 
ment would do would be to bring upon him a sin; and it could not 
canse any discrepancy in the sacrifice itself (if we did not attach any 
distinct significance to the Prohibition that we have found laid down 
in connection with the Sacrifice. Because we know it as a fact that 
the infringement of such Duties as pertain to the Man only (apart from 
the Sucrifice) does not canse any discrepancy in the Sacrifice. For 
instance, if one, in the course of the performance of a certain Sacri- 
fice, should eat of the flesh of the animal. killed by a poisoned arrow, 
that would cause no discrepancy in the Sucrifice itself, which would be 
accomplished, all the same, exactly in accordance with the Injunctions 
laid down in regard to it. 

‘That is to say, as a matter of fact we find that all sacrifices stand 
in need. of certain Injunctions and Prohibitions, relating to them- 
selves ; and hence whenever any of these Injunctions or Prohibitions is 
Infringed, this infringement causes a discrepancy in the Sacrifice. While 
those Injunctions, etc, that relate to the Man are, in relation to one sacri- 
fice, just as if they were related to a distinct Sacrifice ; and they are wholly 
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indifferent to these ; consequently, inasmuch as those have never.come to he 
known to be accessories to that Sacrifice, the Sacrifice does not come to 
he regarded as the least deficient in its accessories, by an infringement of 
such foreign Injunctions and Prohibitions. 

For these reasons, the sense of the Smrti rule would come to be 

this: ‘One who would tell a He in course of the Darga-Pirsamiea 
would go to hell, but he would obtain the results of the Sacrifice all 
the same.” And as for the Crati-role (the sentence in question), it 
applies to the Man connected with the particular context of the Sacri- 
fice; and hence the meaning of this would come to be that, ‘The Darga- ` 
Pürnamäsa Sacrifices bring about their true results, only when per, 
formed by persons who do not tell a lie in course. of their performance,’ 
In this latter sentence, we find that the telling of lies has been pro- 
hibited, with a view to the instrumentality of the Man. towards the 
accomplishment of the Apdrvu,—this instrumentality ‘being indicated 
by the context; and hence an infringement of this would cause a dis- 
crepancy which would stand in the way of the due accomplishment of 
the Aptirva (the transcendent! result) of the Darga-Parzamasa ; but it 
would not cause any Sin in the Man, for even if we were to assume the 
appearance of a sin, at the time, that assumed sin could not attach 
itself to the Man independently by himself. | 

, Thus we conclude that the connection of the sentence in question 
is different from that of the other; and hence it must be admitted to“ 
be an Injunction. 

In the same manner, in the case of the theory that the Prohibi- 
tion pertains purely to the Sacrifice, the fact of the connection being 
different should be explained on the gronnd of the difference between the 
sin accruing to the Man and the discrepancy appearing in the Sacrifice. 

And thus, it becomes established that the sentence in question is 
not merely descriptive of what has been already declared elsewhere. 

As for the difference in the two theories—that the Prohibition 
relates to the Gacrifice, and that it ‘relates to the Man performing the 
Sacrifice—this will be explained later on. Inasmuch as in both these, 
cases, the Injunctive character of the sentence remains untouched, a 
consideration of the difference between them would be of no nso in the 
present discussion. | 

_ Says the Opponent : “ We win that the sentence is an Injunction ; but 
“we hold that it is an Injunction relating to Man, for reasons that 
“we have shown above. This. brings up the other two alternative 
A Parvapaksha theories: (1) that the sentence relates. to. Man, and is 
“an Injunction, because of the connection being: different ; ( 2) that it 
‘tis an Injunction relating to the Man performing the Sacrifice.” . 
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` fo both of fhese we offer the following reply: We do not admit any 
Uonjngational Affix to be expressive of the Nominative agent; and as for the 
Men of the Nominative that is found to follow from the Conjugational A fiixes, 
that must be attributed to a different relationship (‘ Samyogintarat’). 

That is to say, in all cases, when the utterance of a word is fonnd 
to give rise to the cognitions of a number of things, this does not 
make all these things ‘ “denotable ’ by that word; because the assump- 
tion of the denotative potency of the word with regard to an object. 
depends upon the apparent inconsistency of the concomitance between 
‘them (the word and the idea of the object); and only that object is 
known as ‘denotable’ by a word, with regard to which the denotative 
potency of that word has been duly assumed. And such assumption of 
the denotative potency that is not perceptible, is allowable only in 
those cases where, without such assumption, we could not explain a 
certain use of the word and the cognition actually brought about by it; e.g. 
we assume such a potency of the words (denotative of classes) with 

“regard to Individuals, and that of such words as ‘ Lion’ and the like 
with regard to the ‘Boy’ ete. (ie. in the cases of recognised Indica- 
tive signification). 

Now then, in the cage of such verbs as ‘ Pacati’ and the like, we 
tind them giving rise to ideas of the following things: (1) the Bhavana, 
(2) the Root-meaning, (3) the Nominative Agent, (4) the number of this 
Agent, (5) the fact of the personal results accruing to the Agent (in 
the case of the Atmunepada), (6) n particular point of time. And 
among these we cannot easily distinguish which is actually denoted 
by the word (and which is implied or indicated) ; specially as the only 
definition of the “directly denoted ’ is that it de not implied or indicated, 

Of the Bhavana, in the first place, we do not find any other denota- 
tion than the word itself (‘ pacati’); specially as the Time, etc. are not 
found to be invariably concomitant with tho Bhavan, as these are found 
to exist even without the Bhavani (hence this latter could not be indi- 
cited by Time and the other factors signified by the word). Nor can it 
be urged that the Bhavana would be implied by the Nominative Agent and 
the Root-meaning (both of which are among the factors signified by the 
verb), because in that case, the Bhavan would not be the predominant 
factor, exactly as in the case of nouns formed with Pri affixes: That is to 
say, if the Bhavana were implied either by the Nominative or by the Root- 
meaning, then it could be cognised only ina subdued form, just ag it is 
in, the.” case ‘of. such words is ‘pacuka’ and the like. But as a matter of 
fact we. find that the Bhävanā is always cognised as the predominating 

factor {in the verb) ; and from this we couclade that it is denoted directly 
Kä the verb itself, ae | , d 
165 a 
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“Then again, the Bhavana doer not indicate the Time, eto., SEH it 
is found to be present with other Times, other Numbers, other Root. 
meanings and other Personal results. (than those signified by the 
word ‘pacati’; and hence not being invariably concomitant with these 
particular Time and the rest, the Bhavan’ cannot be taken as indicating 
them). In the same manner, inasmuch as Time, Number and the rest 
are not found to be invariably concomitant with one another, they cannot 
be spoken of as indicating or implying one another. We find, however, 
that the Bhavand is not possible without its accessory. Nominative, in the 
shape of one that is signified by the verb; so that we conclude tliat the 
Bhavana is capable of indicating the Nominative agent, either by the gaid- 
apparent Inconsistency or by Inference. 

. Objection: “Inasmuch as the Bhavand is palates to the other 
“ Karakas (the Objective, etc.) also, it cannot be invariably concomitant 
“ with the Nominative, and as such it should not be ad as denotative 
“of this latter.” 

Reply - Not so; because the mere fact of being related to something’ 
else cannot be admitted to necessarily establish the non-concomitance of 
the Bhavana with the Nominative. There are two ways in which an 
object can be related toa number of objects—(1) some objects renounce 
their counection with everything else before being connected with another 
thing; (2) while others take to now relatives, without renouncing Le: 
previous ones. And among these, that which is of the former kind is not 
invariably concomitant with any one of its relatives, and hence it could 
not denote them; e.g. Tallness is not accepted to be denotative of the 
Man. But in such cases, the reason for non-concomitance does not lie in 
the fact of being related to another, but in that of the one being found 
to have an existence even without the other, In a case, however, where 
the thing in question, even when existing elsewhere, does not totally 
abandon its former relative,—we cannot take them to be non-concomi- 
tant; eg. the class ‘Cingapa’ with the classes, ‘ Tree’, ‘Harthy’ ‘ Sub- 
stance’ and ‘ Entity’; because every one of these is found to have, intact 
within itself, the requisite denotative potency. In the case of Bhdvant 
also, we found that it subsists in the Karakas, not alternatively, one 
by one, but in all of them simultaneously. And certainly this. simul- 
taneous subsistence in all cannot be called ‘non-concomitance ’;  beonnse 
even when existing in another, the Bhavana. does not abandon its former 
substrate. Consequently it must be admitted as an. indubitable fact, 

‘that the Bhavand indicates all the Karakas. Though ` in ‘certain cases 
~itis those of the Intransitive Verb, where there. is no Objective to be 
indicated, and that. of the Dative aad the Ablative, which do not form- 
integral parts ei tho Verb—it might be argued that the Bhavand 
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does not indicate ‘these Karakas, and as such is. non-concomitant with 
them; yet even this doubt could be raised only in regard to those 
other Karakas, and never in regard to the Nominative ; because there 
iy no such Verb (or Action) as ever exists without the Nominative ; 
as it is this that forms the very source of the Action. And as a matter 
of fact what we require here is the concomitance of the Nominative 
(with the Bhavana); and while the other Kārakus are found to be non- 
concomitant with it, this fact strengthens, all the more, the capability in 
the Bhivand, of indicating the Nominative. 

This requires special justification and proof, for the sake of estab- 
ishing the fact of the Nominative being singularly fitted for being 
related to the number (which is one of the factors signified by the Verb). 
In the case of such Roots as ‘ Asi’, ‘Sthā’ and the like, we find that 
they do not need the Instrumental; in the case of the roots ‘cala’ 
and ‘pata’ we find no need of the locative substratum ; in the case 
of Intransitive Verbs, there is no Objective; and in that of ‘ Ast’, 
‘Stha’, ‘pata’ and the like, there are no Datives or Ablatives ; 
(while in all these the Nominative is always present) ; hence finding 
the Nominative alone to be invariably present in all Bhavands, we 
conclude thatit is that (Nominative) alone which is singularly capable 
of being related to the Number, Specially asit is a fact perceptible to 
all men that in the case of all Verbs (‘ pacuti’ and the like) the Number 
is always coguized as determined by the Nominative, and not by any 
other Karaka, 

At this stage of the discussion, the Vaiytkarana might argue thus : 
“All Kārakas being equally indicated, why should the Number be 

‘connected with the Nominative alone, and not with the Instrumental 
“and the rest ? ” 

To him, however, we offer the following explanation: It would be 
a0 for us, just in the same way as it is for you. 

He might retort thus: “ For us, the Nominative and the Number are 
“both denoted by the same word (i.e. the Conjugational Affix), and as such 
“they qualify each other ; and hence it is only natural that the Number 

“should be set aside from the other extraneous Kdrakas, which are 

“ not similarly denoted, and joined tothe Nominative (while the Siddhanti 
“does not admit the Nominative to be denoted by the Conjugational 
"Afix; hence the same grounds are not available for him).” 

Bat then, we should reply : as follows: When all Karakas are equally 
constituted, what reason is there for you that the Nominative alone 
and not the Instrumental, etc., are denoted (by the Conjugational) Affix ? 

here is no other way out-of this but the assumption of a peduliar potency 
in the: denotative word in question, pointed ont hy certain perceptible 
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facta resulting therefrom,—on account of which potency, we could 
have the cognition of that particular thing by the word. And this 
assumption would be as available for us as for you. For inasmuch 
as we actually perceive the Number as always belonging to. the Nomina- 
tive,—from this very fact we could, quite reasonably, infer the existence 
of the necessary potency in the conjugational affixes. 

Question : “ All the Karakas being equally indicated by the Bhavana, 
“what reason could there be for restricting the assumed potency (to 
“the Nominative alone) ? ” 

Answer ` We have already said that our reason for restricting the 
potency (of connecting the number with the Nominative) would be the same 
that the Vazyakarana has for restricting the potency (of the Conjugational 
Affix) to denote the Nominative only, though all the Karakas are equally 
constituted. And further, no objections can rightly be raised against 
the potentialities of things; specially as we have already explained that 
they have to be inferred from certain perceptible facts which are found 
to be explained only as the effects of those potentialities. 

Further, for you it would be necessary to assume the potency (in 
the Conjugational Affix) of indicating the number of the Nominative, over 
and above its potency to indicate the Nominative itself. (While for 
us the potency necessary to be assumed would‘be that of the Verbal Affix 
to indicate only the number of the Nominative, this latter itself being ` 
only implied by the Bhavana). 

Objection: " The potency necessary for the indication of the number 
“of the Nominative would be based upon the fact of both of them 
“(the Nominative and the Number) being indicated by the same term 
“(the Conjugational Affix); and hence no assumption of any second 
“ potency would be necessary for us.” 

Reply: But without the assumption of several EH how could 
you have the desired restriction ? That is to say, it would certainly be 
necessary for you to assume a potency in the Conjugatioual Affix, whereby 
this Jatter could indicate the Number of that alone which is denoted 
by the affix (e the Nominative), and not of the other Kdrakas, even 
though every one of these latter is equally capable of being related 
to the number. In fact, without such an assumed potency, the effect 
would be quite contrary to what you desire, the idea being: to some 
such effect as—‘ for the very reason that tho Nominative is denoted, 
it is not necessary that its number should be expressed; in fact it would 
be much more reasonable to distinguish, by means of this. number, 
those (Karakas) that arc not distinctly denoted.’ Specially as the. mere 
fact of being denoted by the same Affix can be sufficient reason.. for 
the said restriction (of. the Number -to the Nominative) ; because we 
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and that though the Bhavand, Time, the Personal Result and the Person, 
are all denoted by the Conjugational Affix, yet they are not connected 
with the Number; and in fact, if the mere fact of being deuoted br the 
Affix were the sole ground for being connected with the Number, then 
the Bhdvana, as being the most predominant factor among those denoted 
by the word, would be more entitled than any other factor of the 
Nominative and the rest, to a connection with the Number. If this 
connection of the Bhāvunā be denied on the ground of its inherent 
incapability for such connection, then the same might be said (by us) 
with regard to the other Karakus (the instrumental, ctc.) that are also 
similarly denoted. 

The following argument might be geng here: “The other Karakus 
“are quite capable of being connected with the Number; and as such, 
“they could very well be Ra with the Number denoted by another 
“word.” 

But in reply to this we could urge that the capability of being 
connected with the Number is present in the Bhāvanā, ete., also, which 
are denoted by such words as ‘ Bhavana’ and tho like. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as we do not find the number present in 
“these (Bhdvand, etc.), we cannot admit of the existence of the said 
“capability in them.” 

Reply: This is scarcely proper; as the question of the absence 
of number in these is still an open one (being still under cousideration) ; 
for the ‘absence of Number’ is nothing other than the ‘incapability 
of being connected with it’ (and it is this latter that we are still con- 
sideriny). Consequently, it must be admitted that, that number, or Bha- 
van, ete., which are denoted by such and such a term (the Conjugational 
Affix f.i.), are not capable of being connected with one another. And 
this would be equally applicable to both of us. Because the number 
that is denoted. by that word would be incapable of being connected 
with the other Kdrakas (except the Nominative). To the question 
“How do you know that it would be incapable ? ”—we would reply— 
exactly as you do in the case of Bhavana and the rest, 

' Objection: " As a matter of fact, we have found the Objective 
“quite capable of. being connected with the Number signified by the 
“ Gon jugational Affix ; and hence the Number could be taken as connected 
“with that,—in such sentences (in the Passive omy as ‘ pacyaté 
A ach. ” ; 

Reply: It is not 80; See as a matter of fact we find that though 
“signifying the objective in. certain cases (7.¢. in sentences in the Passive 
form), the Conjugational Affix does not signify it in others (where we have 
the sentence in the Active form) ; and in the same manner, the Number 
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of the objective also would be limited (in its relationship) by the poten- 
tialities of the words used, - A d 
The opponent apparently thinks that, because in certain cases 
he has found the Objective capable of being connected with the Number 
signified by the Conjngational Affix, it must be so in all cases. But, 
if we were to argue thus, then the fact of the Objective being, in certain 
cases, denoted by the Verbs with Conjugational endings, would lead 
us to the conclusion that it is always denoted by such Verbs!! If there 
be some ground for limiting the denotability of the Objective in this 
latter case, then we could have a similar ground for restricting .the 
connectibility of the Number with the Objective. And hence it is 
scarcely right for the opponent to urge the above objection against us, 
The following argument might here be brought forward by the 
Opponent: “The number that is qualified by the Nominative could not 
“be spoken of without speaking of the Nominative also.” | 
Reply: Though it is true that the qualified cannot be cognised with- 
out the cognition of the qualification, yet this general dictum says 
nothing as to the qualification being directly denoted or not; that is 
to say, it is true enough that, unless the qualification is cognised, there 
can be no cognition of the qualified, and as such due importance should 
be attached to the cognition of the qualification; but there can be 
nothing objectionable in this qualification not being directly denoted ; 
for certainly, when we find that even when not so denoted, but simply 
indicated indirectly by some means or other, the qualification is quite 
capable of bringing abont the cognition of the object qualified by it,—why 
should we stick to the assertion that it is actually denoted ? l 
Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the Nominative is 
capable of serving as the Nominative only when it is indicated by the 
Bhdvand itself; and as such it does not stand in need of being actaally 
denoted. With regard to all qualified cognitions we have laid down 
the general law that ‘that alone out of the various factors cognised is 
to be taken as denoted by the word which is not found to have been 
expressed by other means’ (vide Satra I—iv—9). Consequently, when- 
ever we have a qualified cognition, and proceed to consider the question 
as to which out of the qualification and the qualified is denoted directly 
by the word, and which is indicated by other means,-~we come to the 
conclusion that wherever the qualified is found to be indicated by other. 
means, the denotative operation of the word pertains to the qualification, 
and. where it is the latter Dat Ze found to be: indicated by other means, 
tho. operation of the word pertains to the qualified, In fact, in all cases, 
it is by means of the Apparent Inconsistency of the ` gwalifwd cogni- 
Don itself that we admit of the denotative operation of the word. pertair- 
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ing either to the qualification alone, or to the qualified alone, or to both 
of them; and this Apparent Inconsistency is possible only with regard 
to that factor (in these two) which is not otherwise attainable (Le. omc 
cannot be indicated by any other means). 

‘Thus Hen, in the case in question (in the verb ‘vadét’) we find 
that the. singleness (which is found to be expressed by the Singular 
Affix), whether it be the qualification or the qualified, is not found to 
be indicated by any other means; and as such this cannot but be regarded 
as denoted by the word. If the Nominative were capable of indicating 
the said Singleness, then in accordance with the law relating to the ‘class’ 
(by which the class is taken to be directly denoted by the word, and, in 
its turn, to indieate the Individual), the Nominative would be taken 
as directly denoted, while the singleness would be taken as indicated 
iby it. Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the cognition of the 
Nominative is invariably concomitant with that of Singleness; and hence 
the former cannot be accepted as capable of indicating the latter; conse- 
quently we must admit the Singleness also to be directly denoted by 
the word. And the denotative potency of the word being thus trans- 
ferred (to the singleness), the Nominative comes to be the object of Indica- 
tion; and as such, even though recognised as the qualification (of single- 
ness), it cannot be accepted as being denoted by the word. When it is 
‘the singleness that is recognised as the qualification, then too it is this 
that should be the first to be denoted by the word; and when this has 
been denoted, the denotative potency having been spent up in this, it 
looks out for the indication of the qualified Nominative by some other 
means; and as a matter of fact, this is found to be indicated by the 
Bhavana (which consists of the functioning of man towards a certain 
action); and consequently, there can be no ground for assuming a 
potency, in the word, for the direct denotation of the Nominative. 

Though there are other Kdrakas also that are found to be cognised 
(through the Bhavana), yet a cognition or non-cognition of these is not 
of any consequence, either one way or the other, in the matter under con- 
sideration. In any case, all that we need (for the sake of the Bhavana 
itself) ig the Nominative; and there is no doubt as to this latter being 
actually cognised ; and then, if in the wake of this, something else also be 
cognised,. what harm does that do us? It is only the non-cognition 
of something that could have troubled us, and not the cognition of some- 
thing over and above what is actually needed. And as a matter of fact, 
even though the. Instrumental, ete. ‘are cognised, yet the peculiar potency 
of the word is such that they are not taken up by the Number which 
Stands “in need of the Nominative only. Nor is it necessary that the 
Number Should take in every factor that happens, to be coguised. In 
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all cases, there are three causes that combine in making a thing taken 
up; these are—(L) Cognition, (2) Requirement, and CD Capability; 
and in the case in question, we find that the fact of the Number bheing 
related to the Nominative is admitted by both of us ; and hence it does 
not become related to the other Käārakas, simply because it does not 
stand in need of these latter, and because these themselves are in- 
capable of such relationship ; and conversely also; these Karukas do 
not stand in need of the Number denoted by the Verbal Affixes of. Con- 
jugation; because they are qualified by that unmber which is denoted 
by the Declensional Affixes. The Number in question also, cognised only 
in a general way, does not stand in need of any other relative (than 
the Nominative); specially as we have already. shown above that the 
only difference between the Word and the Sentence lies in the fact 
of the cognition of the meaning of the former amaya preceding that 
of the meaning of the latter. 

Consequently, in the case of a Verb (‘ pacati’ f.i.) ag soon as we have 
cognised the meaning of the Verbal Root (‘paca’), it is at once concluded 
that there must be a “Bhavana and a Nominative with it; and the Nomina- 
tive being cognised beforehand, when the Number comes i be subsequently 
denoted by conjugational (the Verbal Affix itself), it is found to be capable 
of being taken either as qualifying, or qualified by, that Nominative. 

Or again, the Nominative is the very Bret factor to be indicated 
by the Bhavan; and there can be no reason for the Number to pass 
over this (Nominative) and connect itself with something else. 

That is to say, though all Karakas are equally related to the Bha- 
vanā, yet, it is the Nominative that is the first to be sought after and 
taken up by this latter, specially as its relationship with the other 
Kārakas is dependent upon that (i.e. the Nominative). It is for this 
reason that the Bhavana, which consists of the functioning in general. 
of the Nominative agent, indicates most particularly, the Nominative ; 
whereas the other Karakas come up only as distant relations, either 
through their connection with the meaning of the Verbal Root, or thr ough 
their forming parts of the method (of SE which forms the most 
subordinate element in the Bhavana. And there is no reason by which 
‘the Number should pass over the Nominative, which is the first and 
the most predominant factor to he indicated by the SES —and Pe: 
take itself to the other Karakas 
~ Then again, even the teachers of Vyākar daaa Patanjali, f ee 
the Nominative to be that particular Karaka whose “intermediate func- 
tioning the Verbal Root denotes as the most predominant of all; and 
hence: it is also held that’ the signification of the Root. also takes no 
“notice of the other Karakas together. with their functions,: and points 
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to the previously manifested Nominative only; and it is for this . reasou: 
that. it is this latter that becomes connected with Number, and appears | 
as if it were actually denoted, in its particular form (by the Conjngational 
Affix). In. the other Karakas, however, we do not find any such thing; 
even ‘thongh they. are indicated, they are considered of no. consequence, 
and aa such appear as if they did not exist at all, But when we 
come to look into the real state of things, we find that all the Karakas 
are equally inilicated by the Bhdvand,—with which they are equally con- 
comitant; and it is for this reason that they are not neglected altogether, . 
Objection : “ In that case (i.e. if the Number belongs to the Nomi- 
“native exclusively), we could not have the number pertaining: to the 
“ Objective, as wo have in the sentence ‘Odunuh pacyutim tvayd’. 
‘Because in this sentence the action of the Rice (that of being cooked) 
£ is not spoken of as the principal factor; for if it were, then what would ` 
ube denoted would be the Nominative character of the rice and not 
‘the Bhavand. 
“ That is to say, in the sentence cited, the action of the Rice is not 
“spoken of as the principal factor, on account of which the number could 
“ be cognised.s belonging to the Objective (Rice) cognised in the parti- 
“cular form (of the Nominative). If it were so, then alone could the 
Rice lose its Objective character, and become the Nominative; but as. it 
ci not so, it is not the Nominative ; and as it is not the Nominative, 
“its functioning would not constitute the Bhitvand; nnd as auch there 
“would be no particalar indication of the Objective by the Bhavana. 
“As a matter of fact, it is necessary that the action of the human agent 
“should be spoken of as the principal factor (in all [njunctions) ; it 
“would not be possible for him to be directed to the performance of 
“an action that belongs to something else (the Objective, fi.) (and such 
“would be the case if the principal factor spoken of by the Injunctive 
“sentence were the action of something other thau the Nominative), 
“And further, the Nominative character tuo, not being expressed by the 
" Conjagational Affix (in the sentence cited), could not apply even to that 
(‘you’) which is spoken of by a distinct word (‘feuy@'); and tien we 
“could not have the Instzumental in ‘tvaya’ (as this Instrumental is 
“expressive of the Nominative, which has been found to be inapplicable 
“to ‘tvam’), And as the Objective (Rice) too would not have its 
“operation subdued by the action of the Nommative, it would cease 
“to be something that Ce guf ot, and thereby losing its Objective character, 
“it would: acquire that of the Nowinative, specially on nccount of 

7 having - its action duly- brought forward (by the word ‘ pucyutim’); 
“and on avconnt of this it wonid sever its connection with ita own EE 
“and become connected with that oF the N ominative. | 
368. 
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vu And thua we would find that, as in the case of the word ‘pucati’ 
“(Active,) so in that of ‘pacyaté’ (Passive) also, the Number ‘signified 
“hy the word, not being subdued by that of any other, would come to 
us helong to the Nominative, and not to the Objective (as is really the 
" enge), " Ba a ee 
Reply: The above objection applies also to one who holds the Karaku 
(Nominative or Objective) to be denoted (by the Conjugational Affix) ; 
and as such applying to both parties, it should not have. been brought 
forward against any one of them. Because, in any case, the Number, 
which we hold to be denoted by the Verbal Affix, belongs to the very 
same Nominative or Objective that you hold to be denoted by the 
same Affix, Conseqnently, if even in the case of sentences in the Passive 
Voice (IL. those in which the Conjugational Affixes appear in relation 
to the Objective), the Number signified by the Affix comes, for us, 
to belong to the Nominative (which is absurd),—then for you also, it 
would be the Nominative (and not the Objective) that would be signi- 
fied by that Affix (which would be equally absurd, as the sentence is 
in the Passive Voice). And if you could have some means of avoiding 
this absurd denotation of the Nominative, then the same would be 
available for us, for avoiding the denotation of the number belonging 
to the Nominative; and as such we are no more open to the above 
objections than yourself. | os 
Thus then it becomes equally incumbent upon both of us to set 
aside the said anomaly; and this can be done in the following manner: 
In all cases, inasmuch as the Qbjective is that which is most desired 
(by the Nominative), it is, by its very nature, the predominant factor, 
in comparison to the other Karakas (the Instrumental and the rest); 
and as it is the object to be accomplished, its action forms part of the Bio. 
vun. Consequently, when the speaker wishes to show the predominance 
of the Objective by means of the Verbal Affix itself,—even though 
it is the Nominative, which, verbally, has its action, in the generat 
as well as in the particular form, signified, as the most predominant, by 
means of the Conjugational Ending and the Verbal Root (respectively), 
and as such it attains to the position of Che Nominative,—yet, inas- 
much as what is meant to be spoken of is the predominant character, in 
the nature of things, of something else (the Objective), the Conjuge- 
tional Endings are used in relation to the Objective (according. to us) 
or to its Number (as held by. the Vaiytkurann) (i.e. the Verb is used 
in the Passive Voice pacyate). When, however, eren though “existent, 
the predominance of the Objective is not meant. to be spoken. of, 
—or when the particular Root used indicates. that that predominance 
does not exist;—and what. ig meant tobe spoken of is merely. Verbal 
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eicht Den, the predominance of the Objective is accepted 
to be manifested by the Accusative Declensional Ending (in the noun, 
‘odanam’ LI), and the Conjngational Ending is brought in in relation 
to the Nominative (according to the Vaiyakarape) or to its Number 
(according to us) Te, the Verb used is in the Active Voice— pacati’). 
As for the other Kdrakas, tho Instrumental and the rest, they can 
have no sort of predominance, either verbul or real; and as such there 
can be no desire to speak of the predomiuance of these,—-and hence 
these are always spoken of by words other than the Verb (and they 
do not, in any way, affect the form of the Verb). 

= Some people declare as follows: " When the potentiality of words 
“is ascerlained to be in some such form as that, —' such and such a 
“word (the Active) is capable of denoting the number of the Nominu- 
“tive, while such other (the Passive) is capable of denoting only that 
“of the Objective, '—then, in that case, the Bhavund would be expressed 
“by some other word; and the said Number, being denoted as not belong- 
“ing to any other thing, would betake itself to the Nominative. 

“ For instance, in the case of the word ‘Cona’ (which, though signi- 

ioe Red, is yet applied only to the Red Horse), we find that even 
“when the Horse is not mentioned by any other word (in the shape 
“of ‘Agva’ and the like), the word ‘Guna’, expressing a property 
: belonging to the Horse, comes, by itself, to indicate the ‘ Horse’ also. 
“And in the same manner, all things, such as the Cow and the like, 
“would cease to be denoted (by the words ‘Cow’ and the like), Because 
“the word ‘Cow’ (like the word ‘Qona’) could be taken as expressing 
“such properties of the Cow as its particular Gender, Number etc. ; 
“aud these properties, being denoted by the word, would subsequently 
“come to indicate the animals themselves. That is to say, if the 
“sole potentiality: of the word were to lie in the fact of its denoting 
“the proper ties of a certain object, then, there would be no use for 
“assuming any further potentialities for it; as all usage wond be carried 
"on through that single potentiality. 

“It, however, it be held that in the case of such words as "Gong 
“and the rest their relationship is limited by the fact of both (the 
" Property as well as the Object) being denoted by the same word, 

“and not by any such peculiar potentiality in the word itself,—then 

3 “similarly i in the case of the Number, etc. of the Nominative also ‘(it 

` may. be held that the. connection of the Number with the Nominative 

“isdue, not to any potentiality in the Verbal Affix, but to the fact 

“of both being expressed by tho samo Affix); and thus, in this ways 
8 ‘therg would be no harm dono to the denotability of the Nominative. ” 

‘To: the. above, other people make the following reply: The word 
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. ‘ Çona’ also can never denote the properties belonging to the Horse, until 
it has denoted the Horse itself; because we have never found. ‘any cogni- 
tion of a thing appearing without - taking in the properties belonging 
to it. While the class ‘Horse’ remains unexpressed, how could the word 

‘Cona’ be used to denote the Redness qualified by the Class ‘Horse’ ? 
Because the "Gong" is nothing more. than a particular form of Redness. 

Nor can it he held that “the RE (Redness) would imply that 
object to which it belongs (the Horse).” Because the Redness exists in 
the Oow also. That is to say, it is only that which is invariably con- 
comitant with something else, that cau indicate this latter; while, as 
a matter of fact, we find that Redness is not invariably concomitant 
with the Horse; consequently all that the word ‘Gone’ could: indicate 
would be the ‘substance,’ with which latter alone is Redness invariably 
concomitant, and not any particular substance (in the shape of the 
Horse). Thus then, inasmuch as both Redness and Horse are non- 
comitant with ons another, they cannot indicate one another; and 
then, inasmuch as it would not be possible for either of them to take 
up the other,—aud this latter would be brought up by something 
else,—we must adinit the fact of the word "Gong ` actually denoting the 
ked Horse (and not eae mere Redness which would indicate the 
Horse). 

Bat in this case, there is nothing to show that what is invariably: 
concomitant (with the word ‘Cona’) is the ‘Horse’, along with many 
other things, While in the case of the Nominative, we find that it 
is absolutely the only factor that is invariably indicated, and that too, 
in @ particular form, by the Bhavana; as explained above (and hence 
there can be no real Analogy between the case of the word ‘Copa’ 
indicating the Red Horse, and that of the Verbal Affix denoting the 
Bhavana, which would indicate the N ominative). $ 

Or, we can even admit that what the word "Gong" denotes is only 
the Property that voinheres. in the same substrate (i. e. the individual 
Horse) with the Class‘ Horse.’ 

Question: “ How could we have a magica of the qualified (Redness 
‘antil we bad that of the qualifying (Class ‘ Horse’) ?” 

Answer: We do not admit the Class ‘Horse’ to be a qualification 
of Redness (‘Conatva’) ; because ‘Redness’ is a Quality, and as such 
forms a Olass wholly distinct from the Oluse ‘ Horse,’ and it is by a 
mere chance that it has. become connected with this latter Clase, 

- That is to.say, if the word ‘ona’? had denoted mere Redness, then 
| it sould have stood. in need pf either a qualification by the. Olass ‘Horse’, 
or €- distinct. potentiality : whereby - it could . denote only that Redness. 
which - would coinhere with itself in. tho same substrate. As A matter, 
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of fact, however; we find that, just ag the word is not. denotative of 
‘Satta’ (Being) or the Class ‘Quality’, so also it passes over the more 
extensive Class of " Re-incss” (in general), and restricts itself to the 
denotation. of a particular kind of Redness. And this peculiar kind of 
Redness belongs only to the Horse, and not to the Cow and other animals ; 
and it is for this reason that the word ‘Gora’ is found to be indicative 
of the Horse precisely, a and not vaguely (and ia as in the 
case of the generic word ‘ Red’. 

Quertion: “ Which peculiar Redness is that Se? veing different 
de from the Redness belonging to the Cow, ete., inheres in. the Horse, 

“and not in any thing else P ” DG 

Answer: It is a fact known to all people that Gets is a distinct 
property for each Class; and this property is spoken of, sometimes. in 
general, and sometimes in particular words. 
~ That is to say, in all Classes, we distinctly perceive distinct proper- 
ties of Blackness, Whiteness, Redness, ete., in keeping with the Individuals 
of each Class. And iu some cases, there being no words expressive 
of the particular shade of the property meant, tho property. is 
spoken by the general word, the specification of the property being 
left to be done by something else;—while in other cases, there being 
words, like ‘Cona,’ expressive of the particular grade of the property, 
this is mentioned in its particular form ;—while in a. third case, the 
particular grade of the property is expressed by certain words of the 
Vernacular peculiar to each country;—e.g. we have the expression 
‘Ruthinika guuhk’ for the ‘red cow’; and the word ‘raahinika’ would 
never be used in connection with the red horse, the red cloth, or any 
other red thing. For these reasons, it must be admitted that the ' Gogo 
(the Red Horse, i.e. the Chestnut Horse), the ‘ Kdruka’ (the Horse born 
in the Karaka country), the ‘Ganra’ (‘Fair’) etc. are distinct classes 
of properties, belonging to the Horse, the Man and other things; and 
hence when pronounced, they indicate these latter also; just as the Clasa 
‘Cow’ indicates the individual animal with the dewlap, etc. But this 
would not justify our speaking of the Horse and the rest as directly: 
` denoted ` or ' ‘expressed’ by those words (‘ Çopa, etc.). 7 

‘The same reasoning holds respecting such words as ‘ Kumara ' 
D Boy ", “Kurabha’ (*Elephant-cnb'), ‘Kalabha’ (‘young of the Camel’), 
` Vatsa’ (‘Calf’ ), ‘Varkara’ (‘Kid’) and the like,—all of which are- 
expre sive of a certain age in the various animals, Man, Elephant, Camel, 
Cow: and. Goat respectively,—and though indicating these animals, they 
can never be admitted to be directly expressive of them, as has been already 
explained. That is to say, in-all these words, though the element of 
youthfulness. is common to nll, yet each word marka that age in. each 
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different animal, as evinced Kä the youthful, ways ocala to or 
class. : ‘ 

It has been argued above that, “In the case of the Cow also, inas- 
“much as the word ‘gauh’ would only denote the Number, Gender, 
“ete. belonging to the animal,--and as the particular Class would be 
“ pointed out by these,—the Class itself would not form the deuotation 
“ of the word.” 

To this we make the following reply : ‘The Number does not vary 
in each different Class, in the way that we have found in the word 
‘Cona’ etc.; and the word by itself, for that very EE canuot dents 
both (the Number and the Class). | ` 

. That is to say, if tho idea of singleness.in the Horse were recognized 
as different from that in the Cow,—in the same way as the Redness 
of the one was recognized as different from that of the other,—theu what 
you say could have been. admissible. Then again, in the case of the 
word ‘Conah’, we have found that the basic noun ‘Çuna’ by itself 
as one composite whole, becomes expressive of both the Property (of 
Redness) and the Cluss ‘Horse’; and hence in order to avoid the con- 
sequent assumption of a multiplicity of denotative potencies in the 
word, we take it to be directly oxpressive of one of the two ouly; 
and then finding that it is not invariably concomitant with the 
“Horse”, we conclude it to be expressive of the Property of Red." 
ness, with which it is found to be invariably concomitant. And we 
could say the same with regard to the word ‘gauk’ also, only if, in 
the. same manner, we found that the Olass ‘Oow’ and the Number 
(Singular) being denoted by the same word Cool it was one 
of the two ouly (i.e. either the Class ouly or the Number only) that 
formed the direct denotation of the word, on the ground of that alone 
being invariably concomitant with it. Asa matter of fact, however, we 
do not find this to be the case, because, the Number being a universal 
qualifying factor, we cannot perceive any difference in it (with reference 
to any particular Class). Nor can the word alone in its basic form 
(‘ Go’) denote both (the Class ‘ Cow * and the Singular Number) ; because 
by invariable concomitauce aud non-concomitance, it is found that the 
word in its basic form denotes the Class, while the case ending denotes 
tho Number. Nor could there be any thing objectionable in accepting 
D ‘multiplicity of denotations, when there is more than one denotative 
agent (in the shape of the basic noun and the: ‘case-onding). In fact 
when -there is more than one denotative ` agent, if we did. not. ‘admit 
of more than one denotation, (hen the use of one’ of the former (either 
ae ‘basic noun or the cage-ending, fi i, ) would be wholly. suporfiuous. 

‘Nor. is there ay invariable: concomitance ` between ` ‘the | Number 
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and the Numbered, by which one of these being denoted, it would neceg- 
sarily indicate the other; for instance, there is no number in the world 
(hat, does not qualify (or belong to) the Cow, ete.; nor is there any 
Number which, while belonging to one object, does not belong to another 
(and thus there can be no. invariable concomitance between the Cot 
and any particular Number). 

Objection: “(What you say may be quite trne as regards the 
“ Number) but the Gender is always denoted by the basic noun itself, 
“and as such this would be distinct with each Olass; nnd hence being 
“invariably concomitant with it, it eould denote that Class, exactly 
“like the word r Gong," l 

Rep'y: It is mot so: (1) because, in the case of inanimate objects, 
the Gender cannot be distinguished; nnd hence your reasoning could 
not set aside the fact of the Class ‘ Prksha’ (* Tree’) being directly denoted 
“ny the word ‘Vrkshah’ (instead of the Gender of the Tree, as you 
would have it); and (2) similarly, in a case where the feminine 
character is denoted by the feminine aflixes, ‘fap’ and the rest, we 
would have the Class denoted by the word, prior to the addition of 
that affix. 

That is to say, in the case of such words ‘aja’ and the like (= aja’ 
+ ‘{dp’), the affixes ‘tap’ ete. being merely indicative of the feminine 

‘character, they do not become distinct denotative words by themselves ; 
but all that they do is to create, in the previously existing word, a 
fresh potency (expressive of the feminine character). And yet, prior 
io the addition of these feminine affixes, we still find the word in a 
definite form (‘ aga’ Lil: and while we have yet to recognize its Gender, 
we come to recognize its capability of denoting the Olass ‘Goat’; and 
this capability once recognized can never be set aside. 

Similarly too, in the case of those words in which the Masculine or 
Neuter character is manifested by the case-tormination (the words 
'Sädhuk’ and ‘ Madhu’ f.i.), we would have a denotation of the Class, 
prior to the manifestation of the Gender. 

In the case of those words, however, in which, even before the 
addition of the case-endingr, or. after the elimination of these, the 
pure basie form of the word gives an idea of the Senden: Oe. the 
words " Hasti’, ‘Na’, * Davadatta’, ‘Cri’, ‘Sarit’, ‘Toya’ and ‘Vari’ 
—if we admit what you say, there would be nothing objectionable in it. 
Or even in the case of these words, inasmuch as the meaning would 
he correctly ‘recognized, even without a differentiation of the word 
(into its. basic form and the case-ending), —it is the Olas: (and not 
the Gender) that should be regarded as the very first- to. be cognized, 
hy a process of differentiation known to all men. 
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Then again, Masculinity ete. are properties belonging to the Indivi- 
duals: and as such there can be no cognition of these before the Indivi- 
duals have been cognizel. While’ the Class is so intimately connected 
with the denotative potency of the word, ‘that unless that i is € gnized, 
there is no cognition of any such potency in the word. 

For these reasons, tt must be admitted that it is the Gender that 
is indicated by the Olass, and not vice versa. Specially as the Gender 
is always recognized as the subordinate element, and hence it could 
never ret aside the denotability of the Class which is found to be 
denoted as the predominant factor. As a matter of fact too, we find ` 
that in the case of the words ‘go’, ‘papu’ and the like, there is no ` 
manifestation of any Gender, as there is that of the Cluss. Conse- 
qnently it is the Class that should be admitted as forming the denota- 
tion of the word. And in a case where it wonld not be incomp:tible | 
with the Gender, it would indicate this latter also; and in a case where 
the Class is not compatible with the Gender, and this is cognized by 
some other means, it is this latter means that would serve as its- 
indicator ; or it would be either the Class as aided by the other means, 
or the basic form of the word itself,—we could assume anything we 
liked. dë 

For these reasons, the case of such words as ‘Go’ and the rest (that 
denote the Class) cannot be said to be similar to that of the word ‘Géna’. ` 

In the case of the words ‘pacati’ etc. also, if the Number were 
cognised as separate from all the other Karukas, as following in the 
wake of the Nominative only,— like the character of ‘ Conutva,’ which 
resides in the Horse only,—then, in that case, we could very well admit 
the fact of the Nominative being indicated by that Number. But that 
too would leave the Nominative wnlenoted (by the Conjugational Affix). 
As a matter of fact, however, we are cognizant of a difference in 
Number; and certainly we could not very well go on assuming the 
existence of an endless number of ` singlenesses’, with regard to each 
single Individual that we might come across; and hence we camot 
but accept the fact of the Nominative being indicated only by the 
Bhavana and the Root-meaning. 

Then again, in the case of the assertion ‘Gono dhadvati’ (‘the Chos- 
nut is ranning’), we find that there is no other word (except ‘Gonak’ ) 
giving ns un idea of the Class; and it is for this reason that in this parti- - 
culir case, we have admitted of the aforesaid complicated process of inter- 
pretation. That, however, cannot be admitted . in. the case in question. 
That: is to say, if we had another word pointing: to the ‘horse’ (in the 
ee ‘at the saritence ¢ Gono ditvati'), then’ we could not have: twisted ‘this | 
: ‘same word ‘Corah’ so mercilessly. ‘Tn the case of the Number; however, 
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we have the Bhavana and the Ruot-meaning that would bring forward 
| (and } indicate) the Nominative related to it; and hence there is uo need 
for twisting the Number itself (into giving us the idea of the Nominative). 
And the special reasons, that we have for believing the Nominative 
to be indicated by the Bhīvanā alone, we have already explained before. 

Thus then we find that, even when the Nominative is directly 
denoted (by the Verbal Affix) it is quite capaile of bearing (to the 
Number f.i.) the relationship of the qualification and qualified; and 
consequently we conclule that the assumption of the denotahility of 
the Nominative is wholly groundless. 


The denotability of the Nominative having, in the above manner, 
, been shown, by reasonings, to be groundless, the Vacytkurara proceeds to 
show the incompatibility of tiie view thus arrived at with the scriptures 
(i.e. the Rules and Maxims laid down in the Gram 'nitical Scriptnres). 

“ [Inasmuch as we have the teacher's decluration that the basic word 
“and the afio conjointly espress the denotation of the Afise, we must 
“admit that what is actually denoted by the Conjugational Affix is the 
“ Nominative, and also the Objective. ‘Chat is to say, we have Pdanini's 
“Sitra ILI -—iv—69 laying down that the Conjugational Affixes denote 
“the Objective, as well as the Nominative; and then again, inasmuch 
“as the Sabstitute resembles that for which it is substituted (in accord- 
one with the Sūtra [—i—56), the affixes ‘tip’ aud the rest would 

“ also denote the Nominative and the Objective. 

Objection: ‘The Siddhinta theory having been shown to be con- 
“tradictory to the verbal authority of the Batra itself (Satra TI—iv 
“—69), the bringing forward of the popular saying—prakrtipratyayau 

“ pratyayartham, eto., is wholly irrelevant. ' 

“Reply: How can it be said to be irrelevant, when is is necessary 
“for the Parvapakshi to establish the fact of the Nominative being 
“the predominant factor (and it is ouly the Assertion quoted, and not 
“the Sitra, that has any bearing upon that point). And hence what 
“is meant by citing the authority of both is to show that there are 
“Smptis in support of the theory that the Nominative is directly denoted, 
“as also that it is the prelominant factor. Thus then the sense of the 
“whole comes to be this: Inasmuch as the basic word and the Affix 
“eonjointly perform the work of denoting the meaning of the Affix, 
“ which latter is declared (in Satra LIT ~iv—69) to consist of the Nomina- 
“tive as well as the Objective,—~it must be admitted that what the 
“Verb denotes is ‘the Nominative and the Objective ‘as qualified by 

“the Action (denoted by the Verbal Root); and as such there is a 
"oi. , 
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“ distinch PE between Direct Declaration (whioh connects the 
i «telling of ies’ with the Nominative Agent) and the “Context (which 
u connects the same action with the Sacrifice). | 

“The Sätra IUL~iv—69 (of Papin?) lays down only the denotability 
“of the Nominative and the Objective. While the Sūtra ‘ Kurtari gap’ 
“ (Papini III —i -68) shows, in the first instance, that the Nominative is 
S actually found, in usage, to be spoken of as denotuble ; and ee 
“it also uses the form ‘ Karturi’ with the sequential Lonii vė ending 
“and inasmuch as, ina number of words, the Nominative Agent itself 
“cannot find a place in a sequential order, the sequence (signified by the 
“ Locative) comes to be recoguized as pertaining to the word (denoting 
“the Nominative), —in accordance with the Sütra ‘Anarthakyat tađañ- 
“ geshu’ (II[—i—18) ; the sense of the Saira thus coming to be that; 
“when the Conjugationnl Affix denoting the Nominative is preceded 
“ by, ete., ete.” 

“In any case we find that the Teachers (of Grammar) have distinctly 
“laid down that the Nominative is denoted by the Conjugrtionnl Afs: 
“and: hence any reasoning to show that it is not denotable is most 
“ improper.” 

To the above we make the following e: The Teachers of 
Grammar say nothing as to the relationship of the Denotative and the 
Denotable (ic, they do not say anything as to certain things being 
denoted by certain words); this is inferred from actual usage, through 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of this nsage). 

That is to say, the incompatibility of Verbal Authority could be 
rightly urged only in that case where the Reasoning and the Verbal 
Authority both pertain to the same subject, In the case in question, 
however, we find that while the Reasoning treats of the question as 
to what is directly denoted, and what is indirectly implied (by the Affix). 
—the grammatical authorities cited treat of a wholl y distinct question, 
as to which among a number of synonymous-words is correct, and which 
incorrect, in form. And cer tainly when two things treat of two wholly 
distinct subjects, oue cannot set aside the other, even though this latter 
may be weaker in authority; and a rejection is all the more improper 
‘when what is sought to be réjected treats of the wholly different subject 
of the denotation and implication by the Verbal Affix, and in as well 
known to all men as any fact of ordinary sense-perception, | 

Thus then, even if the Teachers of Grammar had actnally made the 
_ declaration that ‘the Nominative is denoted - by. the. Conjugational Affix,’ 
: we could not attach ninch i linportance to such a declaration i In ‘the present 
conubotion, which deals - with a wholly different. subject. As & matter 
7 of. fact, however, we fiyd that they do not make stich a declaration. ` 


PROHIBITION OF TELLING LIES PERTAINS TO SACRIFICE. 1381 


“Objection “ But we have just cited the Satra HI~—iv—69 (which 
“dintjnotly declares the fact of the Nominative, ns well as the Objective, 
being denoted by the Conjugational Affix).” : 

Reply: True, you have cited that Sätra; but in citing it vou have 
looked into one part of the Sittra-text and not into the whole of it.. And 
certainly yon vannot reasonably bring forward against one theory the: 
incompatibility of the verbal authority of certain Sétras the import whervof 
has not been fully considered in all its baarings, Because all seripturil 
texts give correct teachings, only when they are taken along with ER 
other portions of the Context in which they occur, 

If one could rightly bring forward the incompatibility of Verbal 
Authority, only in view of a portion of the Context, then, (L) in the case 
of the sentence ‘should. not drink wine? wa could take out only the two 
words ‘drink wine,’ interpreting them as enjoining the drinking of wine ; 
“and in that case one not drinking wine could be hauled np for disobeying 
this Injunction; and thus doing something against scriptural authority ; 
(2) we could take the sentence ‘one should perform the Agnihotra all 
through his life,’ by itself, apart from the other sentences found in the 
same Context; and in that case, even if one, who had passed though the 
ceremony of [nitintion, should omit to offer the dgaihotra sacrifice, we 
could accnse him of having committed a grievous sin (as the sentence cited 
_ by itself makes the life-long Aguchotri as necessary for the Uninitiated as 
for the Initiated) ; (3) in fact, in Grammar itself, if we took the Satra 
‘madérgunaa’ (Panini VUl—iii—82) entirely bv itself (without taking it 
along with the other Sätra I—i—5, which limits the applio:tion of the 
former), then the form ‘ Minna,’ without the guna (broadening of the 
vowel), would have to be pronounced ungrammatical, Conseqnently, it is 
not right for you to bring forward, agast our theory, the incomparibility 
of any one disjointed part of the Grammatical Satras, 

In support of our contention we bave the following declaration: 
‘Any single part of the text, when taken independently by itvelf, expresses 
something wholly different from what is expressed by it when taken along 
with the whole, together with all its accessories and auxiliarios,’ 

Specially is this the case with the text of Grammatical Sibras ; 
because, in this, we find almost the whole Bight Adhyayas of the Satras 
operating in the formation of a single worl. Consequently it ix neces- 
ary to avoid an incompatibility with that which is expressed by the 
Sūtra * Dubkermani,’ ete. (Panini IIT —iv—69) when taken along ` with. 
all its anxiliary Sutras. 

-For instance, in the case in-question, tlio fall Injunction with regard 
to the Qonjugational. Affixes is completed by the following Satrus:— 
i~i—1, 2, 8,4, 91, 92, 93, 94; IIT—ii—123; I--iv—67; I ig 
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89, 77, 78; I—iii —12, 78; I—iv—106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22; “a be- 
sides these many Sitras relating to Nomenclature and Definitions, dealing 
with eliminations, additions, modifications of letters, etc, eto. And all 
these have to be taken as syntactically. connected (forming n single 
sentence), laying down all that is necessary in connection with the 
-Conjugational Affix (‘tip*f.i.), And this syntactical connection is. possible 
only when one Sätra is taken as qualifying the other; and this relation. 
ship of the qualification and the qualified, between words having the 
same case-endings, is either by coextensivenesa or its contrary; and is 
of the nature of that which subsists between the Action and the Agencies 
(Karakas) pertaining to it, op that between the Primary and its Sub: 
sidiaries. 

In the case in question, however, we do not find some of the BS 
Siitras to have any useful bearing ; and hence we take up for consideration 
only the following Satras—‘the Conjugational Affixes appear in the sense of 
the Nominative and the Objective’ (II[—iv—69', ‘ when there is only one 
Nominative we have the Singular Affix, when there are two we have the 
Dual, and when there are many we have the Plural’ (I -- iv—21, 22),—in 
connection with which we shall consider whether the relationship of the 
qualification and the qualified among them operates by spextonbiveness 
or otherwise. 

First of all, then, in these Satras, we find that the words ‘one,’ te? t 
and ‘ many’ are denotative of Numbers; and unless they denote these Num- 
bers, they cannot be applied to any objects, as we have shown under the 
Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii 30 et seq.). In fact, in the Mahdbhashya of 
Patanjali, we find that he puta the question, in connection with the 
Şütra * Bahushu bahuracanam’ (I—~iv—21),—‘ Késhu bahushu?’ (‘what 
are those that are meant by bahushu in the Sätra ?’),—and then, having 
put forward the objections to the wording of the question, he comes to 
the conclusion that the words ‘bahu’ etc. (in the Sutras, ‘ Bahushu bahu- 
vacanam "and the rest) signify Numbers ; specially as we find him explain- 
ing the words ‘ bahushu’ and ‘dvy8kayok’ (in the Sitras) as ‘ bahutve' 
and ‘dvitvatyakatoayoh’ respectively. Then he proceeds to put another 
question—' In the absence of an abstract affix, how can the declaration 
have an Abstract, Noun for the predominant factor?’ And to this 
question he gives the answer— This is quite possible, when, in the very 
firat instance, the Proper ty is meant to be iar of in its due Goen 
nance.’ 

The sense of this reply is as follows There are FE ways. in which 
a , Property i is spoken of—(1) in certain cases it is mentioned, in the very 
first instance, independently by itself ; ( 2)- some Properties are mentioned 

as accessories to a cortain substance ; and (8) there are some which, 


though really belonging to certain substances, are npoken of As abstracted 
from these sabstances. , 

That is to say, (Di in A CASO ee in the very first instanoe, the 
Property 38 meant to be npoken of independently, as a predominant 
factor by. itself, —there is no appearance of the Abstract Affix, and the 
Property becomes connected with the substance, even without coexten- 
siveness ;—e.g. in the expression. ‘patasya guklak’ (where ‘ Qukla’= 

‘ Çuklatva `). (2) In a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of 
as subordinate to the substance, and no separation or abstraction is meant, 
.~we have coextensiveness,—e.g. in the expression ‘ Cuklah patah’ (3) 
Lastly, in a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of as snbor- 
dinate to a substance, and its abstraction from it is desired subsequently, — 
we have the Abstract A ffixes ‘tva’ or ‘tal’ attached to the word denoting 
the Praperty;—in accordance with the rule that, ‘when a word denotes 
that Property the existence whereof in the substance makes the word 
| applicable to it, then that word takes the Abstract Affixes tva and tal’; 
‘and in this case we have the expression ‘putasya cutlatvam.’ In a case, 
however, where the Property is meant to be spoken of as an independent 
predominant factor by itself, the Property is not a qualifying Property 
at all, but an independent substance by itself; and hence there can be no 
application, through this Property, of the adjective expressive of it, to 
the substance; and as in this case, the Property does not affect (‘ bhà- 
vayati’) the use of the word denoting the substance, we do not find it 
spoken of by means of the Abstract Affixes (‘tva’ and ‘tal’). Specially 
because, inasmuch as the Property has been already abstracted beforehand, 
the useof an Abstracting (or Abstract) Affix would be wholly superflnons. 

Objection : “If sach be the case, then in all cases, that to which the 
Number would belong would always be in the Genitive Case.” 

Reply; It is quite true that such would be the natural consequence ; 
but, just as in certain cases, the Adjective, with a view to point to the Sub. 
stance to which the Property (denoted by that Adjective) belongs, hecomea 
coextensive with the word (substantive) denoting that substance,—so, in 
the same manner, there is the coextensiveness, with the Adjective, of the 
Substantive which is used with a view to express the Property to whioh 
the Substance {denoted by that Substantive) is snbordinate; specinlly as 
in both cases we have the same grounds for taking both (the Adjective 
and the Substantive) as non-different, or one of them as indirectly indi- 
cating the other. But even thongh such an expression would be corrent in 
form; yet, inasmuch it is never found in actual usage, it does not become 
comprehended as quickly as it should be. If, however, it happens to be 
met with, in à certain case, then it should be explained in the manner 
shown above ; this is all that we mean by putting it forward. , 
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For these reasons, it must be admitted that: even without the 1 use of 
the Abstract Affix, we can spenk, quite intelligibly, of a Property (Num. 
ber f.i.) as the predominant factor. And it is only thus that we could 
juatify the Dual number in the word ‘dvyékayok’ (in the Satra 1~-iy— 
22), For if ‘two’ and ‘one’ in the Sūtra meant ‘two things’ and ‘one 
thing’ respectively, then: the total of these being three, we should have 
had the Plural Number, and in that case we should lave had the form 
‘dvytheshu,’ if it referred to the objects qualified hy the Numbers, 
That is to say, if the expression were meant to apenk of the Substances 
qualified by the Number, as the eer factors, then in that cise, the 
‘two’ Substances together with the ‘ono’ Substance would make up three, 
and thus necessitate the use of the Plural ending. When, on the other 
hand, it is the Numbers that are meant to he spoken of as the predomi- 
nant factors, then, inasmuch as ‘ Danlity’ and ‘Singleness’ would be the 
predominant factors meant to be spoken of, they would take their ow n 
Numbers; and as such there would be only two factors (those of ‘duality’ 
and ‘singleness’), and we would have the Dual ending; and as such the 
form ` dvéyékayoh’ would become justified, 

Question: m How is it that the Abstract Affix doe not dénote the 
“substance qualified by the Property ? ” 

Answer: The chief reason for this lies in the fact of the wish of 
the speaker being of various kinds. Or, if the Sūtra ‘ Bahushu bahuva- ` 
canam’ (Panini I—i—21) meant that ‘we should have the Plural Number 
whenever we have bahkutvw’— then we would have the Plural Number in 
cases where the word ‘bahu’ is used in the sense of great, large quantity, 
big, extensive, etc., as in the case of such expressions as.‘ bo bah samudrah, 
‘bahurodanak’; na also in connection with all numbers above ‘two,’ 
which have the common character of ‘being above two.’ {Both of which 
would be inadmissible; as in the former case, the expression itself wonld 
be absurd; while in the second the Plural applied to the Numbers over 
twenty would be wrong, as all such numbers are laid down as to be used 
always in the Singular.] Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Sitra uses the word ‘bahushu’ (and not ‘ bahutva’), with the sole view of 
showing that the Plural ending should be used only Een Ee denoting of 
that number which depends upon diversity among the individuals. And 
thos it is that we have the expression ‘ bahurodanak’ - {without the 
Plural; simply because there is no E among the’ individual grains, | 
e the rice}. : 

_-. - We find in the Muhabhashya that, against the. deent of the Number 
being the predominant factor, has been raised the ‘objection that in 
aocordance with that theory; we conld not have the expression ‘82 maniy- 
anta, because. "Sku? signifying. singleness as: the predominant, factor, it 
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should have had the Singular ending; but this objection has been met 
by showing that in such expressions the word ‘ek@’ means ‘ others’ (and - 
uz ancliis capable of taking the plural ending). | 

Thus it becomes established that what the Sutras ‘Buhushu bahuva- 
cuiam ’ etc. (I—iv—2], 22) mean is. that we have the Plural ending where 
there is multiplicity (‘many-ness’), and the Singular and the Dual 
endings, where we have Sinjleness and Duality respectively, 

Thuas then, in connection with the Injunction of Conjugational Aftixes, 
we have the following two declarations :~-(1) Inasmuch as tho affix ‘tip’ 
‘js substituted in the place of the Conjugational endings, it should be taken 
as used in the sense of the Nominative (in accordance with the Sätra 
‘lakkarmani, etc.’ III—iv—69). (2) Inasmuch as tho affix ‘tip’ is 

; called a ‘singular affix,’ it appears only when there is Singleness. Thus 

ithen, we have two alternatives: (a) that the Nominative and the Single- 
pess are both related to tho ‘tip,’ without being related to each other,—in 

his case the sense of the above two declarations being that ‘the tip affix 
eapperrs either in the sense of the Nominative, or in that of Singleness’ ;— 

“and (b; the meaning of the two declarations is that ‘the itp affix appears 
when there is Singleness of the Nominative, —in this case, the Nominative 
and Singleness bearing to each other the relationship of tho qualification 
and the qualified. 

e The former alternative is untenable ; as the tip cannot be related to 
any one of them unless they are specified (or qualified) by the other. 
Because, in accordance with this alternative, we would have the tip affix 
oyen in a case where we have more than one Nominative ; as also when- 
ever there would be Singleness, even in any of the Karakus. 

That is to say, if it be held that the tip affix is laid down as to be 
used, in connection with the Nominative, or with Singleness, each of these 
being independent of the other, then, at the time of actual usage also, we 
would have the same independence;.and hence we would have the ‘tip’ 
also in cases where we have two or more Nominative agents; as also 
When we-have Singleness, even in connection with the other Karakas. 

Consequently (in order to avoid these anomalies) we should, at the 
very outset, admit of the fact of the Nominative. and Singleness being 
related to each other by the relationship of qualification. 

And this relationship is by coextensiveness, because of thé two Re 
the samo oase-ending (the expression being ‘ékusmin kartari’). And as 
for Me relationship by Fatyyadhikaranya (difference in the substrata), 
inasnfuch-as no auch relationship is, directly expressed by the words, it 
could -only be due, either to the procoss of indirect Indivation (by one or 
the other), or to the modifying of the caze-endings (the form being 
changed. into ‘Kartuh égatoam’), In fact, in: the case of the said 
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EE also, for the sake of the estublished predominance of the 
Number, it is the word ‘ Karty’ (Nominative) that betakes itself either to 
the indirect indicating (of ‘kartrguna,’ the property of the Nominative), or ‘ 
to the attributing of non-difference (between the Nominative and the 
Number relating to it); —and not so the word ‘ēka’; because if this latter 
did so, then the Substance related to the Number would become the 
predominant factor, And hence we conclude that in the expression 
‘kartu ékatvé’ we have the Genitive (in ‘kartuk’) in the subordinate 
factor, simply with a view to show, by direct denotation, the object that 
is related (to the predominant factor of the Number) by coextensivenes CH 

Or, we may explain the expression ‘karturékatve’ in the following 
manner: Inasmuch as the two words denote two distinct things, they 
cannot be coextensive; and when there is no coextensiveness, they 
cannot have the same case-ending; nor could the desired relationship be 
expressed by any other ending save the Genitive; and withont such a 
relationship, the seuse that is desired to be conveyed would not, bo 
possible. And hence, the changing of the case-ending of one of the two. 
being inevituble, inasmuch as the Number has already been shown to be 
the predominant factor, and ns it is in connection with the qualification 
that we always have the Genitive ending,—-it is the case-endiny (the 
Locative) of the word ‘kartari’ that is changed into the required Gapi- 
tive,—and this process gives us the expression ‘karturēkatvē’ (in tho - 
place of ‘&kasmin kartari’). 

_ In any case, there is not the remotest possibility of the moditication 
vf the case-ending of ‘ékatvé’; as any such modification would give us 
the idea of a wholly different object; because if we have the expression 
‘ëkatvasya kartari karmani ca,’ then the sense would be something wholly 
different, viz: ‘One who does the Singleness, and whose action that is"! 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole set of Saérus comes to be that tie 
Numbers—Singleness etc. as qualified by the Nominative or the Objective— 
are denoted by the Conjugational Affixes; and hence there is no incompati- 
bility in our theory with the verbal author ity of the said grammatical rules. 

The said Satrs being explained in the above manner, the conclusion 
that we have arrived, at by a course of reasoning—viz., that ‘there is no 
denotation of the kärakas because of their being indicated by the Bhavana’ 
-—would be found to be quite in keeping with the sense of the Sitras. 
And the words of the S#trus also—such f.i. as ‘ dvyēkayok’ and the like 
—would have their scope. limited by the said redsonings; and as such 
would be in keeping with the ressonings relating to the steif the 
quulified, ete. eb, ` 
| The sentence in the Bhashya. bg SE eutraethab = 
may be explained. in y different sense neo, which. would be as follows: In 
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ordinary experience we find that the Number (denoted by the Conjuga- 
tional Affix) is always recognized as qualified by the Nominative or the 
Objective ; and the sense of the Sitras would be in keeping with this fact 

of ordinary experienco, if these were explained in the way showu above. 

Otherwise, if each Suira were interpreted by itself, independently of the 
other, the Ytra would come to mean that the Conjugstional Affix denotes 
the Nwnber and the karaka, each independently of the other, which would 
be totally contrury to the aforesaid fact of ordinary experience. 

Nor would this be all; in fact the sense of the Satras would become 

incompatible with those reasouings that are put forward by the Vaiyä- 
karanas themselves, While if the Number is tanken to be denoted iby the 
Conjugational Afix) as qualified (bv the No-ninative or the Objective), 
then all things become duly reconciled to one another. 
o Against what has been ssid above, the opponent might bring forward 
ithe following Objection: “The above interpretation of grammatical rules 
ig the mere outcome of the ingenuity of tue Wiminsaka, who is excep- 
“tionally .ciever at the manipulation of sentenses and their constructions 
“and interpretations. The view that the Vacyitarunas themselves take 
“is not such as has been shown by you.” 

Reply: The authority of the Grammatica} writers also points to the 
same conclusions that we have arrived at; the declaration of Patanjali himsecf 
being to the effect, that ‘ When Singleness etc. form the denotations of Affixes, 
the Objective aud the rest become their qua'ificutions.” The sense of this is 
that in treating of ‘ Plurals,’ and ‘ Anabhihita Nominatives and Objectives,’ 
the authors of both the Vartika and the Bitshys, having discus<ed, in 
great detail, the two theories of the ‘Objective’ and the ‘Singleness’ 
(being the denotation of Affixes), are found to have come to the following 
flawless conclusions: What is denoted by the Affixes are Singlen-ss, etc. ; 
otherwise, we could have the Plural Number in any and every word 
(withont restriction); and further it would not be necessary to lay down 
the rules for the use of the Num-native and the Objective terminations on 
the condition of the Nominative and the Objective being ‘not expressed ’ 
(‘Anubhihita’) for the appearance of the Nominative or Accusative 
terminations; as even in other places (ie. where we have not these 
terminations, but only verbs, like ‘ pacati, which latter, according to you, 
would denote the Nominative or the Objective), we woul.! not have the 
denotation of that which has been already denoted. For if the Objective. 
were already. denoted. by the Conjugational Affixes, Nominal affixes or 
Compounds, then there would be left no reason for any farther denoting 
of the Objective by the Accusative (or the Nominative terminations), with 
a view to which we should huye had the conditional Séetra ‘ Anabhihitë’ 
Ee the Sutras eae down the case- EE On the 
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other hand, EN tho Objec tive ge are not denoted. (by. the Conjugationa) 

"Axes, oto.), then, unless we had the Sitras specially laying down 
the Accusative terminations, with reference to the Singleness, etc. of that 
Objective, we could not have the Accusative ending in such cages. [And 
hence it is only in accordance with our theory that we can justify the 
conditional Sütra ‘anabhifité’}. Specially as it makes no. difference in 
reasoning, whether the Objective etc. are ot are not denoted. _ | 

It is in view of these facts that, in recapitulating the position taken 
np by the author of the Vartika (Katyaéyana), Patanjali has declared-—- 
‘Tt is only when the Singleness, etc. are denoted by the Conjugational 
Affix, etc. that the- conditional Sūtra ‘anabhihité’ becomes necessary ` 
while if the Objective, etc. were denoted by them, the Sūtra would be 
absolutely meaningless,’ 

Objection: “In the Muhabhashya, we meet also with this declaration 
" (to the contrary): ‘When the Objective, etc. are denoted by the Affixes, 
“ then the Singleness etc, appear as qualifications’ [and hence we cannot 
“admit the fact of the Mahibhashya lending unqualified support to the 
“ position taken up by the Mima@nsaka],”' 

Reply: The sentence quoted by you represents the position opposed 
to Patanjali’s own; and though, as such, it did not deserve a place in the 
Mahabhashya, yet Patanjali has put it forward, simply by way of admit- 
ting the opponent’s view, for the sake of argument. The sense of the ` 
whole being that, even when the Objective ete. happen to be the objects 
qualified (by the Number), and as such, being the predominant factors, 
form the denotations of the Affixes,— even then, Singleness etc. are actually 
denoted, as their qualifications; because they could not serve as qualifica- 
tions, unless they were themselves fully denoted (or expressed); and as 
for the qualified factors, they are got at by other means; and it is a 
well-known fact that, under such circumstances (where the qualified is 
got at by other means) the Injunction betakes itself to the qualifying 
subordinate; as we find in the case of the Injunction ‘lohitoshpishi 
rivigak pracaranti’ (where the Réviks and their pracarana being found to 
have been laid down elsewhere, the Injunction contained in. the sentence 
is taken as applying to the subordinate factor, the ‘red turban’ only). 

Or, we can take the word ‘artha’ (in the phrase ‘ vibhaktyarthah ` ) 
as signifying ‘purpose’; the sense being that ‘when they (the objective 
-etc.) constitute the ‘Purpose, then the case-termination is oe for the sake 
of them.’ ` 
o Or again, inasmuch as both the above EE of Patanjali are 
: equally i in keeping with the nature of things, we can take both of them 
ag equally true, but limited in their scope, —the former pertaining to the 
Conj agational ‘Affizes,, and the latter to the Declensional Affixes; and 
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certainly we do admit the denotability of the Objective etc. by those latter 
affixes. — 

| Objection : “ Taagmuch as the rales regarding the Plural ete. are the 

“ same with regard to both (the Conjugational and the Declensional 
“ Affixes), there must be an uniformity iu thom; and hence just as the 
“ Conjugational Affix (according to the Mimansaka) would denote the 
“ Number qualified by the Objective etc. and not the karakus themselves,—~ 
“ so would it also be in the case of the Declensional Affixes. And in that 
“case, your theory would be incompatible with such expressions as—— 
“‘yatkarandbhidhdyinya irtiydvibhaktya samyujya nirdiçati? ‘tadaigamé 
“hi tad drgyaté,’ ‘tasya jñānum?’. etc. (which are found in your own 
“ Bhāshya).” 

To this some people make the following reply: Inasmuch as we find 
that itis quite possible for the same rule to be taken differently, in 
accordance with the different purposes served by it, with regard to 
different objects,—and that the nature of the qualifying relationship is 
found different in different cases,—we speak of the Number as the qualified 
factor, in the case of Conjugational Affixes, and as the qualifying factor 
in that of the Declensional ones. 

If however this explanation should not satisfy you, we offer you 
another: Though the Rules do not accept the denotability of the Objev- 
tive ete., yet they spoak of such denotability, oniy for the sake of the 
accomplishment of that which has been accepted as the denotable (i.e. the 
Number). 

That is to say, we find that the grammatical rales often speak of 
the ‘denotability ’ of certain factors, merely as a conventional technicality, 
for certain definite purposes. But this mero technicality can justify our 
acceptance of such denotability, as an actuality, in ordinary parlance. 
Nor have we any roles laying down that the Objective and the rest are 
never denotuble; what they do lay down is that these Objective ete. aro the 
qualifications of the Numbers, Singleness etc. which are the actual denota- 
tions (of the Conjugational Affixes),—as we have already explained above. 
Hence it must be admitted that the Objective and the other ka@rakas always 
Serve as qualifying subordinates (in the case of Conjugational Affixes). 
Thus then, in a case where the Objective etc. are not found, either by 
reasonings, or by Verbal authority, to have the said denotability,—they 
are at once recognized as absolately undenotable. In that case, however, 
where it is found that unless themselves denoted, they could not serve as 
qualifications, —we must, for this reason, admit them to. be denotable. ` Or 
again, on the ground of the Apparent Inconsistency (of the denotability 
of the Number, which would uot be quite possible without a denotation of 
ite qualifying. subordinate, in the shape of the Objective ob), we can 
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-accept the denotability of these to be laid down by the grammatical rules 
also. 

In the case of Conjugational Affixes, ‘however, we find that the Nomi- 
native (or Objective) i is‘ indicated hy the Bhavana, and as such, quite cap- 
able of serving as the qualification (of Number) ; and hence, in this case 
(there being no Apparent.Inconsistency) it is not necessary to admit its 
actual direct denotability. But in the case of the Declensional Affixes, we 
find that either the denotations of the hasic words, or the Singleness ete., are 
not invariably concomitant with the kdrakas,—inasmuch as they appear 
both with and without these latter; and hence their capability of indi- 
cating nny of the karakas is set aside (by the said non-concomitanre) ; 
then again, in this case, we do not find the word denoting either the 
Bhavani or the BRoot-menning, or any other factor indicative of the 
_karakas; hence, inasmuch as without the denotation of the käraka itself, 
-it would not be possible to have the denotation of the Nuuber qualified by 
thut karaka, we must (on the ground of this last Apparent Inconsistency) 
accept the kāraka also to be directly denotable. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Noun is never used by itself, it is 
‘necessary that it should always be accompanied by a Verb; and as this 
“Verb would denote a Bhavana, it would be as indicated by this Bhāranā 
“that the krakas, in this case of Declensional Affix also, would be 
“connected with the Number denoted ES as in the case of the 
" Conjugational A ffixes.” 

Reply: How could it be so, when, as a matter of fact, we find that in 
sentences, whereof the order of sequence among the words is not fixed. 
the Noun is used before the Verb, (eg in the sentence ` Vrksham chin- 
déi": aud in-this case we find that the cognition of the k@ruku—‘Vrk- 
sham’ —appears before that of the Verb; and certainly this cognition (of 
the tdraku) would not be possible unless the kvaka were denotable, inde- 
pendently be itself. 

Objection: “ Even in this case, as the karaka would not ‘be a true 
“ käraka, unless connected with the Verb, the karaka-endings would not 
“appear until the relationship with the Verb were distinctly shown. 
“ And hence in this case also, the karaka would be preceded by the Verb 
“ (and hence the conditions would be exactly the same as those i in the 
“ case of the Conjugational Affixes .” | 

Reply: This is. quite true, as regards the aita ‘of the sentence 
‘Vrksham chindhi'); but as regards the person to whom the sentence is 
addressed, at the time that he hears the first word ‘ Vrkeham,’ he has. no 
iden of any Verb or of its connection (with the word heard) ; consequently 
“what he does is to recognize the k?raka alone as expressed by the word 
CG Vykshum'), —and. then, through ‘Tuference,. or. through: Apparent- Tnéon- 
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sistency. (of the karake- character which is not possible without a Verb 
denoting an action), he comes to have an idea of the Verb which the 
speaker may have previously determined upon. 

If it were not so, there would be a mutual inter-dependence. Because 
the Verb would indicate the. kāraka, and. this latter would indicate the 
Verb; and neither of these would have an independent basis of its own. 
In all cases of two. things related together, it is necessary to accept one of 
them. to have a basis independent of the other. But in the case in ques- 
tion, if the karaka were to be indicated by the Verb, —then it. would be 
necessary to explain by what the Verb is indicated. Then, we find that 
the basic Noun ‘Vrksha’ (in the sentence ‘Vrksham-chindhi') cannot 
indicate the verb; because what the word denotes is the Class character- 
ized by the presence of branches etc. Nor could the denotation of the 
basic Noun indicate it; as this is quite possible even without the action 
expressed by the verb (and as such there could be no Apparent Inconsis- 
tency justifying the indication). 

The following might be urged by the opponent: “There is no such 
“thing as is absolutely devoid of some sort of an action; consequently in 
“the case of all Nouns, we would always have the indication of some such 
“Verb as ‘is’, ‘exists’ and the like. Or again, the indication of the 
“Verb would be by means of the kārauka, which is always accompanied 
“by a Verb, in accordance with the rule that ‘the Verb zs in the Present 
“Tense Singular is always understood even where it is not actually 
“uttered.” | 

But this is not possible; because even when such intransitive verbs, 
as ‘is’ and the like, are avtually uttered, what they indicate is only the 
Nominative (which alone is its necessary concomitant), and not neces- 
sarily the Objective and the other kārakas. That is to say, the Verb 
that is indicated by the denotation of the basic Noun, is only some such 
generic one as ‘is’ and the like; but this Verb is not capable of indicating 
all the karakas ; consequently we should look out for some other agency 
for the indication of the Objective etc. Then, we find that the case- 
endings do not signify the Verb, by which the Objective could be indi- 
cated. Nor is the Number (denoted by the ending) capable of indicating 
any particular Verb or karaka, as we have explained before. Conse- 
quently, we can find no other indicator of the Verh, save the idea of the 
kiraka itself. And such being the case, if the Verb also were to be the 
indicator of the käraka, then this would be a clear case of mutual inter- 
dependence, which would make both (the idea of the Verb, as also that 
or the kāraka) equally devoid of a foundation. , 

: For these reasons, it. must be admitted that, in the case. of the 
E veier Affixes, it is. the karake (Objective or Nominative) that is 
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denoted by the Affix; and the karaka indicates the Verb, in keeping with 
its own character, through the relationship borne by them to each other. 

Objection : “In the case of a sentence in which the Verb precedes the 
“Noun (eg. ‘chindhi orkeham’),—inasmuch as the Verb, capable of 
u bearing the relationship of the karaka, would be recognised before this 
“latter,—and as in this case the Verb would have the capability of indi- 
“cating the kdraka,—the Affixes would denote the Number only.” 

Reply : Such would certainly have been the case, if the sentences had 
always begun with the Verb. As it is, however, we find that there is no 
fixity in the order in which the words of a sentence might occur; as we 
have sentences in the form of * gm pagya, as well as in that of ‘paç ya 
gam,’ 

Hence it cannot be denied that, in the case of Declensional Affixes, 
the Objective and other kdrakas are denoted by them. | 

Objection: “If such be the case, then there would be no fixity in the 
“ denotative potency of Affixes (as it would vary with the order in which 
“the words in the sentence would be fonnd).” i 

Reply: This could not be; because when the denotative potency 
(that of the Affix with regard to the karakas fi.) will have been once 
definitely ascertained, in connection with the sentence in which the Noun 
precedes the Verb,—could it ever be set aside in the case of another 
sentence? Specially as the relationship between words and their deno- 
tations is not transitory; and it has already been shown above that this 
relationship is conditioned by the mutual limitation imposed by the 
potentialities (of the Word and its Denotation) upon each other. 

The opponent might bring forward the following counter-argument: 
“ When, in connection with the sentence in which the Verb would precede 
“the Noun, it will have been definitely ascertained that the Affix 1s 
“incapable of denoting the kdrakas,—inasmuch as it would be necessary 
“ for the potency of the Affix to be of one kind only, it would follow that 
‘tho Affix is absolutely without the capability of denoting the kdrakas.” 

But this is not admissible; because, as a matter of fact, there is nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a potency, though existing, being inoperative ; 
as such inoperativeness may be due to its purpose having been already 
fulfilled. On the other harid, when the potency does not exist, it. wong 
be absolutely useless to seek for its effects: | 

That is to say, in all cases we find that a certain thing may be exis- 
tent or non-existent, And as‘it would not be possible for both ‘existence 
‘and: non-existence to be. accepted at ono aud thé same ‘time, wo mist 
“accept only one of them ; and under the circumstances, it. is the existence 
that- should be accepted ; because ‘when something | exists, even if we do. 
l not perceive any of its'efecta, there would be uothiug incongruous in this | 
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ag it is quite possible that.this absence of its effects may be due, either to 
certain. obstacles in the way of its dno functioning, or to the absence of 
ihe necessary auxiliary causes, or to the fact of the effects having been 
‘already brought about by other causes. When, on the other hand, the 
thing does not exist, even when its supposed effects would appear, it could 
not be got at even by the gods themselves; and as such we would have 
to admit: the appearance of an effect without a cause (an absurdity ),—as 
we have already explained i in course of our explunation of the eternality of 
the relationship (between words and their denotations; vide Cloka- 
Vartika, section, ‘ Sumbandhakshépaparihara’). 

Consequently when the denotative potency (of the Affix with regard 

the kdrakas) has been definitely ascertained, it will operate, to its 
fullest extent, in the case of the sentence in which the Noun precedes the 

Jerb; while it will be indifferently inoperative in the case of the 
fanino where the reverse is the case (i.e. where tho Verb precedes the 
Noun); or even in this latter case, it would serve the purpose of settiny 
aside the idea that the kārāka is inferable, and not directly denotable, by 
words, 

Thus then, it is established that the Declensional Affixes denote the 
Objective ete. 

As for the Conjugational Affixes, inasmuch as their order of sequence 
is always fixed, the Nominative and the Objective are always indicated 
by the Denotation of the Root and the Bhdvand; and it is only subse- 
quently that those two (the Nominative and the Objective) come to be 
connected with the Number (denoted by the Conjugational Affix); and 
there is no occasion for admitting of any denotative potency with regard to 
the karakas (the Nominative, the Objective and the rest). Consequently 
it is fully established that the Nominative and the Objective are always 
the objects of Inference (or Apparent Inconsistency) [in the case of 
Conjugational A ffixes. | 


At this stage of the discnssion, a certain Vaiytikurana, very 
clever at ingenious argumentation, comes forward with the following 
arguments :— 

“Thasmach as we find a verb in the Singular when there is one 

“ Nominative Agent, in the Dual when there are two, and in the Plural 
“when there are more than two,—we must conclude that it is the 
i ‘Nominative that is denoted by the Conjngational Affixes. That is to say, 
“ag a matter of fact we find that the verb— pacati’ f.i:—always follows, 
“in all. things, the word —‘ Dévadattak’ £.i.—that is used to point out the 
“ particular Nominative- Agent;. and this could - only be due to a 
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 eoextensiveness between the Gees coextonstveriess: too ig: ai only 

“when the two factors concerned pertain to the Sie object. Conse. 

“ quently, in fhe case in question, the ‘necessary coextensiveness could be 

“ obtained only if the word EE in Kenom denoted the Nominativ d 
“ Agent, Dëradatte, - 

“It might | be argued that. the sen < pacnti’ mar itdicate the 
“Nominative, in the way shown under the Akrtyudhikarana (I gellen 
“ et seq.) and the Arunitdhikarana (II1—i—12 et seq.). 

“ But this could not be, because the Nominative (in the sentence 
nr Dévadattak pacati’) conld not be indicated by the ‘cooking’ (: Pak), 
“ which subsists in the Bice; in fact the ‘cooking’ conld indicate. only 
“the siuyleness etc. inhering in the Rice, and not a thing that inheres 
“in another substratum. 

©The following might be urged: ‘Inasmuch as the actions of 
“laying the pot on the fire and the rest (that go to make up the action of 
“ cooking) inhere in Dévadatta, these actions might be taken as meant 
“by the word ‘pka’ (‘ cookeng’).” 

“Tt is true that these actions are called ‘cooking’; but the co- 
“ ordination (between Dévadatta the Nominative and the Verb) could 
“not be through those actions. The case of the Aruntdhikarana is 
‘different from this; because in this latter we found that the class 
"reng" and the Property of Redness brought about, in regard to the- 
“object: qualified by them (i.e. the individual cow), ideas in keeping 
“with their own characters; and hence we admitted the Elimination of 
“the Possessive Affix (by taking ‘arunz’ as ‘arunavat’) and the Im- 
“position of Identity (of the class on the Individual); and it was on 
“account of these two causes, that the words were found to lave 
“ brought about the necessary coordination. In the case in question, 
“however, we. find that the sentence does not give rise in us to any idea 
“of such actions of Dévadatta, as the laying of the pt etc.; and honce 
"ee cannot admit of any such facts as the Elimination of ilie Possessive 
“ Affix and the Imposition of Identity. Consequently, just as we never 
“ find the word ‘Danda' to be coextensive with ‘ Devadatta’, in any such 
“gentence as * Dando Dévaduttuk’,—or just as we have no such expression 
WI Adhipruyanadayo Dévadattah’, or ‘ Pako Dévadattuh 80, feo, we 
“ could not have the expression ‘pacati Devadattuh? 

“Thus then, we have the ns (iniforantial) arguments in e 
e port of our view: 

nm) The wend “pacati” "mm denotative of the Nominative and the 
at Objeotive,—becanse it is coextensive with the word expressive. of thoss, 
* just as in the case of the worde "pakt? and pakvah! ` 
— By the expression ‘ ‘coextensive with the words expressive | ‘of these’ 
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‘we mean the ‘identity of substrates,’ The sense of the Instance is that. 
win the case of the Nouns formed by kré affixes,—which are admitted 
thy all parties to be denotative of the Nominative, etc.,—e.g., in the 
“sentences ‘pakid Devadattah,’ ‘ pakva odanak’ and the like,—we actually 
‘find what we hold to be the case with the expression ‘pacati 
“ Devadattah.” ` ` 

“(2) In a case where there is no word denotative of the Nominative 

“or the Objective, we do not find any coextensiveness ; e.g. in the case 
“of the word ‘pakak’ (ie. we have never such an expression as ‘ pitko 
'“ Devadattak’; which shows that the very presence of the expression 
“< pacati Devadattak’ shows that there is a coextensiveness between the 
‘“denotations of these two words, and that therefore the word ‘pacati 
“must be taken as denoting the Nominative). 
° (3) Then again, the word ‘pacati’ must be denotative of the 
‘ Nominative,—because it is found to follow the changes of Number that: 
“are made in the word expressive of the Nominative,—just as is the case 
“with the two words cited above (‘pakta’ and ‘ pakvah’). 

“That is to say, we find such expressions as ‘pacati Devadattah,’ 
“‘yacato Devadatiayajnadutiau, ‘pacanti Devadattuyajiudattavishnu- 
“dattāk’; and from these we infer that the Number of the Verbs is 
“exactly the same as that in the words expressing the Nominative.. 
“ Wherever we find such to be the case, (i.e. such keeping in accordance 
“with the Number of the Nominative word) we find the word to be 
“actually denotative of the Nominative; e.g. in the case of the word ‘ pakta,’ 
“in connection with which also we have such expressions as ‘paktā 
“ Dévadattah,’ ‘paktirau Devadatiayajiadatiau, and ‘ paktdarak Deva 
“ dattayajnadatiavishnudattak.’ So also in the case of the Nominative, 
“we find the expressions ‘pacyaté odanah,’ ‘ pacyété odanacdkau, ‘pakva 
“odanah,’ ‘pakvau cakaudanau,? and so forth,—all of which serve as 
“instances similar in character to the minor term of the syllogism (t.e. the 
“word ' pacati’). 

“ (4) [The word ‘ pacati’ denotes the Nominative and the Objective] 
“ Because it is found that the rules of grammar lay down the dropping 
“off of the Nominative and the Objective endings, on the occasion of 
“these being denoted (by other words—e.g. the verb); for the corrobora- 
“tive instance of similarity, we have the same that have been brought 
“forward before; while that of dissimilarity we have the sentence ‘ Déva- 
“ dattana pacyata.’ 

“That is to say, for the following reason also the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective: Because 
“we find a dropping off of the case-endings whose appearance is 

"conditioned by the fact of the Karakas being ' stomata: Lë: ‘pacati 
a 169 
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 Devadattah’ and ‘ pacyatë odana}. Tf the Verb were not denotative of 
t the Nominative, then there would be nothing to justify the dropping 
off of the affixes laid down by such siitras as ‘anabhihité karmani dvitiya, 

“(Papini), ‘kartrkaranoyostrtiya’ (Pdgini) [as the Nominative, ete. 
“would always be ‘anabhihita,’ not being ‘abhihita’ or denoted by any 
“other word, such as the Verb] ;—such as we. find in the expression 
dä pacyata Devadatléna,’ ‘pacatyodanah. As a matter of fact however, in- 
‘“asmuch as we find that these affixes are actually dropped off, we con- 
clude, from this, that, like the words ‘pakta’ and ‘pakvah,’ the Verb ` 
“ (‘pacati’) is denotative (of the Nominative and the Objective). This 

“instance of similarity having thus been shown, it becomes necessary 
"to show that of dissimilarity; and this we have in such sentences as 
nr pacyaté Devadatléna, etc.” in which we find that, inasmuch as the Verb 
‘‘does not denote the Nominative, there is no dropping off of the Nomina- 
“tive ending. 

“ (5) The Verb denotes the Nominative and the Objective ;—because 
“it expresses the qualifications of these,—just as the Ear, being the 
“indicator of the letter ‘a,’ is indicative of Sound in general. 

“That ia to say, if the word ‘pacati’ did not denote the Nominative 
“and the Objective, then how could it denote a particular qualification of 
“these, in the shape of Number (which you also accept as denoted by : 
“the Verb)? To assert that it does not denote them, and that it denotes 
“their qualification, would involve a self-contradiction. For instance, 
“the Ear is not found to be non-indicative of Sound in general, and yet 
‘indicative of the particular sound of the letter ‘a.’ And for words, 
‘there can be no other indicativeness than that of being denotative. If 
“the Nominative were indicated by the Bhavana, then the indicator of the 
“Nominative would be something (i. the Bhavana) which is itself 
“ denoted, and not a word. And for this reason also, the Verb must be 
“ regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective, 
| “(6) Lastly, the Nominative and the Objective are denoted by the 

 Verb,—because of the connection of these with qualifications,—as that 
which is itself not denoted could never be connected with its qualifica- 
“ tions. 

“That is to say, for the following reason also, the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective : Because 
. we. find these connected with their qualifications,—e.g, in the sentences 
oe pobhanah pacati? ‘cobhanah pacyaté’. Whenever we find them con- 
`." nected with their qualifications, we find them to be denoted ; e.g. in the 
. “expressions ‘pobhanah. paktā, ‘ramaniyah pakuah.’ On the other 
hand, where there ig denotation of these, there we do ‘not find them to 
: “he connected with any qualifivations,—e.g. in the-expression *gobhana- 
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“ masyata’ (where the Verb does not denote either the Nominative or the 
“ Objective). Nor could the connection with qualifications belong to 
“that which is indicated (by the Bhavana, fi. ); eg. though the word 
vr moke’ indicates the Fire, yet it does not indicate it as connected with 
“the qualifications of Heat, Brightness, and the like. 

_ “ All these arguments the Bhashya has indicated in the single argu- 
u mont—' nanu kariurékatvadékavacanam, etc’; and hence it. has not 
«shown them in detail. The sense of the Bhashya-argument is that the 
“relationship of the Nominative with the number of the Verb could not 
“ bo possible, unless there were, between them, coextensiveness, ete., etc, 

“In view of the above arguments, it must be admitted that the only 

“reasonable theory admissible is that the Nominutive (and the Objective) 
“are directly denoted by the Verb.” 


To the above, we make the following reply: It has been urged above 
that ‘the word pacati is denotative of the Nominative and the Objective, 
because of its coextensiveness with these’ (I and II). 

(1) If by this argument, you seek to infer the existence of the 
particular denotative poteucy,—then, inasmuch as the way, to such a 
' potençy, of all means of right notion is blocked by the -aforesaid 
explanatian of Apparent Inconsistency, you would be contradicting the 
authority of Negation. And it is a well-known fact that of all potencies, 
Apparent Inconsistency is the only means of cognition; and inasmuch as 
in the case in question, this Inconsistency is capable of being explained in 
another way (e by means of Bhaivand), it could not justify the assump- 
tion of a distinct poteucy. 

(2) Your argument is also contrary to iie followiug Inferential 
arguments :—(a) The word ‘pacati’ is not denotative of the Nominative 
and the Objective,—because it denotes something with which they are 
invariably concomitant (i.e. the Bhavand),—and that which denotes 
something with which another thing is invariably concomitant can never 
denote this latter,—e.g. the word ‘ gitgapd,’ being denotative of the class 
‘eiheapa’ which has the class ‘tree’ for its invariable concomitant, does 
not denote the latter. (b) Similarly, the Nominative and the Objective 
are not denotable by the Verb,—because the Verbal Affix does not abandon 
its own denotable object; (ei also because they are cognisable, even 
without the operation of the Verb,—just like the substance; or like the 
class ‘Tree’ by the word ‘ gingapd.’ (d) They are not denotable by the 
Verb,—because they are kadrakas,—like the Instruinental and the rest, 
(e) The word with the Verbal Affix is not.denotatiye (of the Nominative 
and the Objective),—because it is a Verb,—like the word ‘ dsyaté.’ . 
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D might be urged here that—‘ Your arguments are as opposed to uni. 
versally recognised facts as the assertion that ‘the moon is not-moon.’” 

But it is not so; if wé had absolutely denied the fact of the Verb 
signifying the Nominative, etc., or that of these latter being signified by 
the Verb, then alone could we be accused of asserting something contrary 
to universally recognised facts. As it is, however, what we do is to deny 
the absence of the capability, in the Verb, of directly denoting the Nomi- 
native and the Objective, and that, in these latter, of being denoted by the 
Verb; and certainly in this denial there is nothing incompatible witt. 
any commonly recognised facts. Because ordinary people rest contented 
with the fact of having the mere idea (of the Nominative and the Ob- 
jective) brought about by the Verbal Affix; and they do not take the 
trouble to make any distinctions as to what is directly denoted, indicated, 
implied aud what forms the subject (of the Verb). 

If what you have sought to prove, by the aforesaid series of argu- 
ments, be the mere fact of the verb giving some sort of an idea of the 
Nominative and the Object,—then all your effort is absolutely super- 
fluous; as we also admit of a cognition of these being brought about by 
the Verb, through the Bhavana. 

In fact it is your theory that is contrary to popular notions. Because ` 
what is got at by any other means, is never attributed, by ordinary- men; 
to the action of denotation; for instance, the form of the word, being 
cognised by the Ear, is never held to be denoted (by the word itself). 
{Hence inasmuch as the idea of the Nominative, etc. is found to be got at 
through the Bhavand, people cannot attribute it to the denotative action 
of the word]. 

The other fallacies, pertaining to the conclusion, could also be 
brought forward against the Vaiyakarana, by putting forward the varions 
alternatives as to the denotation of word being based upon the letters 
themselves, or upon the sphota, or upon the class, etc.,—and also as to 
whether the denotable object consists of the potency of the word, or the 
substance, or the kdrakas,—and lastly, by putting the question as to 
whether the denoted is different or non-different from the denotative 
word,—as we have explained before (in the Clokavartika). 

Then again against each leie gece we can bring forward 
the following objections :— 

L As regards the ‘ coextensiveness’ urged in the first argument, we 
 ask,—is this coextensivencss (a) directly denoted or (b) indirestly indi- 
cated P > 
(a) As for its- baing directly denoted by the Verb, such cannot be 
admissible for either-of us. “ Why so?” Well, ‘because, for us all that 
the Verb denotes is the Bhdvand; and for vou, the kāraka is nothing 
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‘more than a mere potency; as it is only such words as ‘ Dévadatia’ and 
the like that denote. substances, and not potencies; consequently, if the 
Affix would denote the kdraka, it could denote it only in the form of the 
potency, and in that of the substance, as the substance is not the karaka; 
while for one, who holds the k@raka to be the substance, it wonld be neces- ` 
sary to admit the potency as its necessary qualification;—as without 
potency, there can be no functioning of the substance. Consequently, in 
accordance with the Akrtyadhikarana (I—iii—30), the denotation must be 
accepted to be that of the potency (and not of the substance) ; and as such 
no ‘coextensiveness’ with substance would ever be possible. 

Nor do we find any word, mentioned along with the Verb, that could 
denote the potency,—and with which word there could be a directly denoted 
,‘coextensiveness. Because such a word could only be in the form ending 
with a case-ending; while as a matter of fact, we find no such case-ending 
in the case in question. | 

In the case of one who holds the kdraka to be a substance, that sub- 
stance, which, somehow or other, would be recognised as having the 
character of the ka@raka,. would wholly lose its character, and would, 
therefore, pervade over all the kdrakas that there might be in the sentence, 
——just like the Class (which pervades over all individuals) ; and as such 
it could be spoken of as all these other kdrakas also. Nor can it be urged 

that “the same would be the case, even if the denotation consisted in the 
potency.” Because when a number of potencies exist in a certain sub- 
stance, each of these is expressed, or not expressed, in accordance with 
its appearance and disappearance (and hence in this case there would be 
no possibility of all of them being expressed all at once); while as for 
the substance itself, inasmuch as it can be of one form only, there can be 
no ground for the exercising of any option with regard to it; and as such 
there could never be any chance of its being spoken of in any other way 
(and thus the objection urged above does not apply to our case). 

_ If words with the Conjugational and the Declensional Affixes be 
accepted as denoting substances, then, on account of their being connected 
with definite genders, etc. they would have the character of ‘Sativa’ 
(Gear Being’ or ‘ Entity’ which is defined as that which is capable of u 
definite Gender, etc.),—just like the words with the krt affixes. That is 
to say, just as in the case of the word ‘ Pacaka’ (which is formed with a 
krt affix), we find that, inasmuch as its denotation consists of the 
substance as the principal factor, we have the notion of its being an 
‘Entity, —so would we also have in the case of the words with Conjuga- 
tional and Declentional affixes (if these also had the substance as the 
“principal factor in their denotation). And hence, just as we have such 
expressions as ‘ picakam briht,’ ‘picakéna krlam,' ‘ pacakdya dër" etc., the 
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word ‘pacaka’ taking many other kārakas ( DEE de we 
would come to have in connection with the sentence ‘ pacati odanam’ (the 
word ‘pacatz" also ao along with it all the coe aces which is 
an impossibility). ` i | 

Consequently in accordance with the theory of the denotation (of words 
with the two kinds of affixes) being that of the kāraka with a certain 
potency, it must be admitted that the Conjugational and Declensional 
Affixes denote the factor of the potency sons; as abstracted (from the 
denotation of the whole word). | 

And in that case, when the substance will have been taken up by one 
potency that will have appeared first, it could not, at the same time, be 
connected with any other potency. And thus it becomes established that 
the Verb ‘pacati’ differs from the word with the krt affix, which has the 
substance for the principal factor in its denotation,—on account of the 
following facts: (1) It is not capable of taking up more than one Karaka 
aut a time (while the latter is); and (2) it is devoid of Gender and 
Number. 

Thus then, it is proved that the directly-denoted ‘ tee 
is not possible for any of us. 

(b) If, on the other hand, the ‘ eooxtensiveness,’ upon which your 
premisses are based, be one that is indirectly indicated, or without any 
qualificatious,—then inasmuch as even in the case of such expressions as 
‘the lion of the boy " we find such a ‘ coextensiveness,’ though that does not 
make the word ‘lion’ directly denotative of the Boy,—the ‘ coextensive- 
ness” could not be accepted as invariably concomitant with ‘denotative- 
ness’; and thus your premiss would be ‘ too wide.’ 

Then again, even in the case of the directly-denoted ‘ coextensive- 
ness,’ we would ask—what do you mean by this ‘coextensiveness’? It 
means ‘sameness of substrate’; and this must mean ‘sameness of 
denotation’; as in no other way could the denotation be the sub- 
strate of the word; as iu reality, the word can have no substrate 
(according to the Mimd@nsaka) ; or, even if it has, it can have only the 
Akaga for its substrate (according to the Naiyðyika and others). As for 
the denotation, it is spoken of as the ‘substrate’ (of the word), because 
itis cognised as its object. And this (‘ substrateness ’) also will have to 
be qualified by the epithet ‘primary,’ with a view to preclude such 
indirect significations òf it as indication and the like. And thus the word 
‘eoextensiveness ` (* Samanddhikaranya’) comes to signify ‘the fact of 
‘the directly-denoted substrate being the ome which . means that the 
i ` object or “denotation ` fe the same, ` Si 

` For these reasons | your. argument comes to mean E H The word 
pacati’ is denotative of the Nominative Dévadatta,—because Die ‘pynony-. 
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“mons with the word ` Dévadatta,—i.e, because it denotes Devadatta ” ; 
and this reasoning would be exactly like-—‘ Sound is transient, because it 
is transient, —the premisses being contained in the conclusion (thus in- 
volving the fallacy of Begging the Question, Petitio Principii). 

(c) In accordance with the Tadbhitaidhikarana (I—i—25), and the 
Adhikaraya at the close of Adhytya VI,—we can raise the question as to 
whether the ‘coextensiveness’ meant is that of the two words (‘ Deva- 
datta’ and ‘pacati’), or that of their denotations,—at the time of the- 
actual utterance (of the sentence ‘ Dévadattah pacati’); and then we can 
show that neither of these alternatives being possible, the premiss becomes 
absolutely uncertain (or impossible); and also that, the words in question 
not being different in character from the words ' Go,’ ‘ Açva, etc. the 
premiss would be too ‘ wide.’ 

(d) Then again, by the same reasons that have been shown above, in 
connection with the inferences brought forward against those of the 
opponent, it can be shown that ‘coextensiveness’ in the primary form is 
impossible ; and this also would make your premisses absolutely uncertain. 

II. Then again, we may show your reasoning to be subject to 
another fallacy,—that of having counter-arguments to the contrary 
(which shake its validity). 

III, As regards your Instance also,—(a) if it be taken as cited with 
regard to the denotation of the potency, then it becomes inapplicable to 
the Major Premiss (of your syllogism); because the words ‘ pācaka’ and 
the rest (that have been cited as instances) do not pertain to any potency ; 
they pertain to those possessed of the potencies, because they are incapable 
of being connected with any other potencies, —as we have already 
explained above. 

(b) If the words ‘ pitcaka, etc.’ pertained to potencies, then, the 
instance would not be applicable to your Middle Term,—just as has been 
found to be the case with ‘ coextensiveness ’ in ita primary form, 

(c) If the case of the word ‘pacati’ were similar to that of the word 
‘plcaka, etc.’ then, like these latter, it could not denote the potency that 
forms the principal factor; and hence your argument would prove quite 
the contrary of the particular property (in the word) that you seek to 
prove, | 

. IV. ` And further, inasmuch as the Sen coextonsiveness’ 
ig impossible, while the indirectly-indicated i is found to exist in the case | 
of non-denotative words (e.g. in ‘lion of the boy.’),—your argument would 
be *gontrary’ (to what is sought. to be proved). Specially as we have 
shown, under Satras I--IV-—~23 and III—ii—1, that there is no denota- 
tive potency either in the case de indication, or, in Ge of. enn? 
: Signification, Sy oe ! É 
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hus then it cannot be said that your argument is unchallengeable. 

The fallacies shown above, in connection with your first argument, 
ay be shown to relate to your other arguments alsa, 

ia) or instanee, with regard to your therd argument, it may he 
shown that, the taking np (by the Verb) of the Number (of the Nomina. 
tive) is not possible, in connection with the potency (in which the Karak: 
consists), ‘That is to say, no one accepts the number as belonging to the 
Kiirokes whieh have been shown to consist of eertain potencies; ns 
numbers always belong to substances Cand not to potenctes), TE then, it be 
held that the Verb woald be denetative of that substance whose number 
it would take up, -then there would be a contre diction of what has ber: 
admitted before: as there is no Vuiyākarana who admits of the fact of 


D 


the Vorb being denotative of a substance. 

If then, the ‘taking up of the number’ be meant to be that of 
the namber helonging to that which is dad/eated by the Nonn, either by 
an imposition of identity, ov by the process of secondary signification :- 
nnd as such, your premiss be one that is to be taken in its secondary 
signifivation,—then, masmuel as such would be the case with the 
oda ‘lion’ and ‘boy’ alsa,—as we have such expressions as "tie 
Deradathoh? © Sémhan Dévadattuyajaadatiou, and © Ninh Dëvadattaynj ħa. 
dathart snmumitrah,'--vonv premiss von) become too ‘wide.’ 

(e) In the vase of the word ‘picakad. (that has been etted as an 
stance in support of this argument alsoj, we find that that part of i 
which denotes the nonunetiye of paradi’ Ole. the basie nouni, does nol 
take the varying wenbers of the noun (* Déradalia’): as does the alfy 
(and not the basic word) that signifies the Simba. And thus yoe 
instance does not apply to your Middle Term. 

D And that part of the word which does take op the varying Dun: 
bers,--/.e, the Affix, —is not found to be denolative of the Nominative 
and thus, iu this case, the instance is inapplicable to the Maj or Term. 

(ei For these reasons, it is necessary that a certain a with the 
instrumentat euding should be cited as the eorroborative instance of your 
syllogism. But this too would be open to all the vbjections that have 
been urged above, against ‘ Coextensiveness `: and so this too could net 
serve your purpose. 

(7) There is yet another ° nucertamty ’ attaching to your argument: 
As a matier of fact. we find that though the word € Go’ does not denote 
ihe SNE hetener ibni the class j, yet it takes np ihe yg ying Dum bars of tlie 
substance (as we find in the words ‘Gauh, ‘Graw’ and ' d@rak’). [And 
this shows that if a word take ap the varying numbers of a certain supa 
stance, ib is net necesyary that it shovld be denotative of that substance ; 
us you sesk to prove by means of yow syiiogism], Tf you retort by saying 
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‘that the instance (of the word " (oi) that we have cited docs not go against 
oui argnment,—then (with a view to convince you) we shall explain to 
you the whole of the Akrtyadhikaruaa (I—tii--30) ;—wherein we have 
‘found that the Bhashya has raised the question-— which ones of the various 
reasons ave capable of rejecting the Inference ?—and in answer to this, 
has brought forward the presence of eounter-arguments,—-and thereby 
having shown the oppouent’s argument to be uncertain, it has come to its 
own vonelasion, in the words ‘just as the word in the denotation of the 
Glasz, ete. ete. | 
The fourth syllogism that yon havo brought forward is that based 
upon the fact of the Nominative and other aflixes dropping off on account. 
of theiv being denoted (by the Verb). (@) Aud if what is meant by 
the ‘dropping off of affixes’ be the ne off of all afiæes, then it is 
not true (as regards tho sentence in question ‘ Dëvadattauh pacati’); 
because the Nominative affix that we find (in ‘ Vévaduliah’) is a Denoted- 
Kivaku-Afie. (b).. Tf, however, the ‘dropping off’? meant be that of any 
Affix, then, inasmuch as there is such dropping off of those aflixes that 
serve the purposes of mere denial, and yet these ave not denotative-——the 
premiss would be too wide. And we find that, on account of the exclusion 
in the Sutra ‘ubhayapraptaw karmani’ (Panini Lf£——-1i—66) the Genitive 
periaining to the Objective does not denoto the Nominative—though 
it dees bring abont the dropping of of Nominative-Gemitive Endings, 
that are connected with the action denoted by the word with the krt ajiz 
(and thus the mere ‘dropping olf of affixes’ cannot serve as the reason 
for denotability of the Nominative |. 


lt has been-areued above that (in the sentence ‘ 


| paċuti Dévadattah' 
and Devudattena pucyaté odana) we would have those Acensative and 
Instrumental Nudings that are laid down as appearing in the case of non- 
dotutation (of the Objective, ete, by the Verb). But this is not possible; 
bosause as a matter of fact, we know that wherever an affix appenrs, it 
does so with the purpose of Ge inging abont au idea, either of Number or 
of the Kdraka; while in the case in question, we find that both of these 
ithe Number and the Nominative) are fully established by the Bhavana 
and the Declensional affix, 

That is to say, in the sentence ‘pacati Dévadattuk,’ the Nominative 
is found to be signified by the Lintvant ; and as for the Number, it is 
swnified by the verbal Conjugational Affixes; and what is then left un- 
EX Pres sed, for the sake of which we conld have another AfRx ? 

fjuestion: “ When, as a matter of fact, there is quite a group of 
" Karakas (in the sentence under question), how is it that the Bhavana 

“should indicate only the Nominative character of Devadatta, and not the 
` character of any other kāraka t i > 
170 | | o 
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Some people o xplain thus: “This is dae to the peculiar capability 
vin € Devadatta’ whereby he is recognised as the Nominative. That is 
“to say, he is capablo of being the Nominative of ‘cooking,’ and not of. 
“being its Objective or Instrumental, or any other kāraka. And the 

“Vorb is uever rel: ated to anything that 1s not a karaka, and it is for this 
“season that ibis bis Nemiuative character that is taken up.” 

But this explanation wonld not apply to the case of the sentence 
‘hasthane PISA because the ‘fuels’ ave ‘ capable,’ not of the Nomina- 
tive character, but of the Instrumental, as is well known. [And hence 
the Nominative ending in ‘ kistifini? would uot be jnstified on the aforo- 
said ground |. 

The folowing mich tbe urged in favour of the aforesaid explanation :—~ 
“In the sentence ‘Fdsthand picante? the kdstha (fuels is not indicated 
“(by the Bhäranä) to he the Nominative agent, (of the cooking), hat as 
“the Instramental, the said ground of ‘capability’; and this instrument- 
“ality being indieated by the Bidrund, the verbal affix (in ‘ pacumt’?) would 
‘sivnify the Number (plural) of that Tastrument; and hence, (just as in 
“the case of the sentenee * Dévadattah pacati’), the Nominative character 
“ol ‘Tecadattah’ does not bring in its specific enase-ending (that of the 
* Nominative-Lustramenutal, in the forn of " Déradutléna’),—-s0 in the sume 
“manner, the Instramentality of the ‘Fuel? also does not bring in its own 
“case-ending (that of the Instrumental) Tand the reason for this js thas 
“the effect, in the shape of the indication of the number of the Karaka, 
“bas been already brought abont, just ke the Nominative, by the 
Bhavana and the Verbal Affe]. In the same manner, in the sentence 

Me pacati, the containing-character of the sthali (cooking pot) does 
not bring in the Vocative ending; in the sentence * tanlula’ pocanti, the 
“objective character of the ‘Rice’ does not bring in the Acens SE 
EE : in the sentence ` Kugalah pacati; the character of the * Mugla’ 
"7 (rvanary) of being the source from which the riec is got, does not bring 
‘in the Ablative ending; and in the sentence ‘ Brahmanih pacanti, the 
“faet of the Brahms berg the recipients of the cooked rice does not 
“bring iu the Dative ending. Jn all these cases, it is only the capability that 
‘serves as the reason for the appearance of the parlicular ease-endings.” 
But this is by no means possible; becanse in all the sentences cited. 
ee rovorhise. the nouns as Nominatives, 
| Says the apholder of the explanation in question: “Tn the sentences 
“cited, there is no cognition of the Nominative; the cognition that we 
* have is of the varions kfrakas (the Objective, SEH ; but this appears to 
‘he the cognition of the Nominative, because, on account of the persist- 
“ing idea of the well-known character of the Nominative signitied by the 
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“Verbal Affix, iners is un idea ofall vhe nouns in question being cp: 
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‘yxtensive with the said Nominative. Bnb when one comes to carefully 
“look iuto the matter, he can fally distinguish the preseuce of the several 
“hdrakas. For instance, even in a case where the ‘coukiug vessel’ is cog- 
“yised as the Nominative (us in the sentence ‘ <th3]i pacati’ ),-—the func- 
‘tioning of the vessel towards the cooking is in uo other way save in that 
“of containing the vice cooked, That is to say, that function, which 
“jt performs while serving as the vrontainer of the rien, is exactly the 
‘same which it performs while it is cugnised as the Nontinative. And 
"Loupe it is far more reasonable to accept it as simply spoken of as 
" Nominative, while it really serves the purposes of the container, 
“When, however, the Nominative is denoted by the Lakéiras (the 
“conjugational forms),—inasmuch as these forms do not, appear in 
“connection with the Coufaimer (Adhikarana), etes ~and hence no ron: 
“extensiveness’ (of these with the Nominative) would be possible in 
* this case,~-and ag the Verbal Aftix would vot donote the Number (per- 
“taining to the stialz),—one would necessarily expect the appearance uf 
“the Locative ending, ete.; and bence it will have to be admitted that it 
“is only with a view to explain the actual presence of the Nominative 
“ending (in ‘ sthalz’), thal we speak of the Coniainer and the rest as 
“having the character of the Nominative, siguitied by the verbal affix, 
“When, however, the Nominative is not denoted by the conjugational 
“forms, that which ig meant to be spoken of aa being related to the 
“number signified by the Verbal Attis would be daly. ener even if it 
“did not bring in its special case-euding ; because it will have obtained 
“its result, and the Ending is only one such result; while the other 
“ kūrakas (o those that are not meant to be spoken of as connected with 
“the said nuzaber) would certainly bring in their respective case-eudings, 
“ Objection: `H such be the case, then, inasmuch as all the kärakas 
“would be indicatable by the Bhavana, and equally capable of boing 
“related to the number (denoted hy the Verbal Affix), there could never 
“be an appearance of the Accusative and other casc-eudings.’ 
“Reply: This objection does not apply to the case iu question; 
“because, thoagh the kärakus, being indicated, in their forms, by the 
" Bhiivand, could not bring about their respective case-endings for that 
“same purpose (of indicating those forms),—yet the number signified by 
i the Verbal Affix becomes fully utilised by being connected with any one 
“of ihe said kfrakas; and hence for the sake of the other numbers (e, 
“those belonging to the other karakas), it wonld he necessary to make 
‘use of the other case-endings. 
“Objection; ‘That uumber alone, which is signified by the Verbal 
“Affix, would he equally related to all the A@rakas (and lence the use 
"rd uo case-endiugs would be necessary). i 
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a H: “How could that EE Zeie o one eons? be related Ae vii 
ott it did become ‘connected with all of them, different num bers would 
. “ have to appear (in'regard to cach Karaka). As for the. possibility of- 
"tbe various numbers being optional alternatives,——we accept i it as nothing 
“undesirable for us.. Because even this option would be ‘limited. by 
“actual usage; and the assumption could not be carried. on just as one. 

“ might happen to wish at the time of using the word. . Consequently, it 

“must be admitted that it is the word that has been used, at. the very 
“outset, with the Nominative case-ending, which is meant to be spoken of 
“ag connected with the Number denoted by the Verbal Affix; and henco 
~- Ee other words would stand in need ei the case-endings belonging to 
“the several. Karakas. l 
“Objection: ‘But in a case where the saute denoted. by. the Verbal 

“ Affix is the Plural, inasmuch as there would be enough numbers to be 
ut connected with ever y one of the Karakas, ~-there would be no necessity, 
- “in this case of the case-endings pertaining to these Kärakas:” 

'“ Reply: This also is quite- acceptable to us,—in a case where ail 
E Kérakas are spoken of as equally related (to the Verb), as in the 
‘ease of the sentence ‘ Kasthddini pacanti’ (where every one of the. 
"rr Kasthads’ is similarly related to the action of cooking). When however,’ 
“the Verbal Affix denotes the Plural Number pertaining to the Nomi- 
“native only,—while the other Karakas are directly spoken of as mere 
. EE —then, inasmuch as, on account of the fact of the Nomi- 
“native being the first to be mentioned, and also of its being the predomi- 
| “nant factor, the Number would be connected with the N B E 

“as there would be no reason for passing over this Nominative, —tho 
“Number could not betake. itself to the other Kérakas ; consequently it- 
“becomes wholly swallowed up in the Nominative ; and as for the Num- 

- “bers of the Karakas, they : are E ré their own ES case- 

“endings, 
SE Objection : ATE such be the case, then in all cases, the Number 
S ‘denoted by the Verbal Affix would 1 never pass over the Nominative; and 
‘in that case, how could we have the expression Sthali pacati (where we 
SH find the Namber. signified by the Verbal Affix botakiig. itself to: the 
g “ Container (of the Rieg)? `: 5 
“Ta reply to the above, wo put the. question :—Whieb. of. the following 
oH two alternatives is more reasonable to accept,—-whether. that the Nam: 
ber, (denoted be the Verbal Affix in Sthali pacati’); for some reason op 
x ‘other; ‘passes over the Nominative, and betakes itself to the. Container P 
a ‘or. ‘that the “expression actually: speaks of the i Sthala’ “itself ae ‘having 
d the character’ ‘of. the. Momitiatiye): which Ka by i itself, gie of eng 
""pelated tothe said aabënher 8 000 2 S 
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d “phere ¢ can d bet ‘no eee as 3 to the latter alamant being the inote 
+ Ze of the two,—namely, that the ‘ Sthala’ is meant to be spoken. 
= of as possessing the character of the Nominative. Because we do not 
‘= Band amy reason, by which the principal factor (the Nominative) should. 
he passed over (by the Number in question); and as for the Nominative’ 
«character being meant by any person to be expressed, there can be 
| + aothing objectionable i in that. Asa matter of fact, we find that where- 
+ aver two. meanings are possible, it is only right that we should desire 
R the one or the other to be conveyed by the word; and in the case in 
| “ question, we find that, all the Kdrakas are endowed with the character of 
“the Nominative, with regard to their own respective functions; specially 
“as the diversity of the Karakas, with regard to the principal Verb, 
“gould not be possible, if they were wholly devoid of the Nominative 
“character, in regard to their own respective functions. Consequently, 
‘itis only right that this Nominative character should be accepted as 
“that which is desired to be spoken of (by means of the word ‘ 8thali’) ;. 
—and an such the Verb (‘pacati’) cannot be taken as denoting the num, 
“bers pertaining to the other Karakas. 

“Thus then, the same reason would also apply to the case where the. 
“Verbal Affix denotes the number of the Objective (e.g. in the sentence 
"t tandulah pacyaté’) Ice in this the Rice is endowed with the character 
‘of the Nominative]. But the same reason does not apply to the other. 
" Karakas (besides the Objective and the Nominative) ; and as such there 
‘is a distinct limit to the application of the said reasoning. 

“And thus, the ‘ anabhshita’-rules would: be explained as follows :— 
When we have the singleness, duality or plurality, of the Objective not 
“mentioned, (then we have the Accusative Ending), ete., cte., etc.’ The 
qualification ‘not-expressed’ (‘ anabhihita’) could rightly be applied to 
“that alone with reference. to.which we find the case-endings laid down; 
“and it cannot be applied to the qualification of this latter. Because no. 
: “ qualifications could apply to that which is the subordinate factor (e 
"Ehe Karakas). As a matter of fact we find. that ‘singleness’ and the 
| ‘rest are what are ‘qualified, and as such, being the predominant factor, | 
ie cannot: brook the connection of any other qualification. It is for this 
“ekson that we have a declaration, in connection with compounds, to the 
a ‘effect that—‘ even if the Primary factor be wanting in certain elements, 
"ton form a compound. ” Consequently. the sūtra ` anabhihita’ (Panini | 
KW iiil) must be eana as ‘when. ‘the. oe ote, are. not d 
RK gust: EE : 7 

Bato in: “achordanips: with: this inter pretation, we would: ees the 
‘Avouahtive. Ending in both words; in the expression. ‘Krtah kata’; as in 
both: of. them we here the singleness c of. the. Objective ` Dote pressed: It 
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| might be Ser ‘that emus as . the aaa is i oa by. th. 
. Nominative Ending, there could. be no Accusative Ending D non-expres. - 
sion’ being | the necessary condition for the appearance of this latter). But 
this is scarcely correct; because the possibility of the. appearante, of De 
Accusative Ending precedes. that.of the Nominative. — ia 
Then again, in the sentence ` Katam karoti bhigmamudaram EE , 
yam, the number of the Objective having been ‘expressed’ by the Accu. : 
 gative Ending in Kom, we could not have. that oc in the other 
words (‘ Bhisma’ ete,).. , : 
Objection: “The same. e.might be urged pore one siti’ holds that 
“the Accusative and other endings denote the objective, ete. (because in - 
“that case also, as the objective character will have been expressed by the 
“Accusative in ‘kajam, the same affix could not appear in connection 
‘with the other words).” 7 
Reply: Not so; becanse he takes ‘ anubhthite’ as a Steeg Wë 
meaning that ‘ when the objective etc. are not expressed by Verbal Affzes, 
or Nominal Affizes, or Compounds’; and in the case in question the Accasa- 
tive in t Kațam’ is not included in any of these three ; and as such the 
objective character expressed by it could not preclude itself from the 
‘other words. | 
| Objection: “For me also, the sūtra saali serve the purposes of the - 
“said preclusion.” | 
7 Reply: . This could have beei possible, if the number were Fe 
by the Art and other affixes also (e the affixes other than the Verbal - 
and the Nominal). Asa matter of fact, however, we do not find any such” 
Affixes, either laid down to be expressive of the number, or actually 
expressing it, in any sentence. Consequently it is the Verbal conjuga- 
tional Affix only that can be ac cepted to. be expressive of number (the Nomi- 
nal Affixes and Compounds not expressing the Number by themselves). 
‘As for the Objective, ete., on the other hand, they are expressed by all . 
(Ge the Verbal Affix, the Nominal and Krt Affixes, etc., etc.) ; and this. 
constitutes a great difference between the denotation of Number and that. 
of the Objective, eto.. Aud hence it is quite possible for the Accusative S 
‘Ending to appear in connection with such (krt). words. as ‘ Arta; t pacaka, S 
‘and the like. Consequently another explanation must be giv en G regard ` 
3 Pat "enli to the. sentence ‘ krtab katah D. he. | e 
— "And tbe only explanation that i is possible í is as ‘Gllown e 
` In the’ sentence ‘kriak katak "also, the Obj. fective character is i eeprom S 
A the. ‘kta? affix: (in. ‘krtah’ 1: andon this character. having’ beet: ex: 
: pressed, the mere Number. could not bring i in the Accusative Ending: On: 
‘katak’)- land ‘once $ there. emt not. te Ki Ace mies Mnding $ in. ER 
Sëntetcel. - SR 7 
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ig «Foro one tor Shon the Karakas, the , Objective, Gs the Ces are Sor , 
‘fey. ‘the: Verbal Affix),—-as also for him who regards the singleness, ete. 
op. qualified by these (Objective, etc.) to be denoted by it,—the fact of 

Treigg * -yot-expressed * (Canabhihita ’) must be taken as qualifying the 
Objechive ; and the other Karakas; the meaning of the sätras being—that: 
“when the Objective i is not-expressed we have the Accusative,’ or that ‘we: 
ewe the Accusative Ending in connection with the. singleness, « etc. that. 
“veside i in the Objective that is not-eepressed.’ 

E “Though. the Objective and other Kdrukas are the subordinate factors, 
EZ) ‘they. become counected with qualifications. It is only when the 
“subordinate factor forms part of a compound that it does not remain 
“capable of any relationship with words outside the compound ; when, 
‘however, it appears as a distinct part of the sentence,—as in the sentence 
£ Rddhasya rūājñah purusak —we do find the subordinate ‘Raju’ being 
-actually related to the qualification ‘Rddha’ (Rich). This ig what 
would constitute the difference between a compound and a sentence, As 
‘for the Objective, etc. we find them appearing in sentences; and hence 
-even though they be the subordinate factors, yet they are capable of 
-being qualified by the conditional ‘ not-expressed > with regard to their 
“own respective case- -endings. 
Objection : “If such be the case, then, i in the santane : pacati Déva- 
H i dattah,' we should have the Instrumental-Nominative ending for the 
w expression of the Number of the Nominative, which is Hoer wpressed. It 
“cannot be argued. that, ‘on account of the Number having been alrendy 

“included in the denotation (of the word ‘ pacati ’), it would not be neces- 
E ‘sary to. have the Instrumental ending.’ Because this reasoning would 
* not: be compatible with the case of the words ‘ bhismam,’ etc. (in the 
4 sentence t Kutankarots bhismumudaram, etc, ei where it has been shown. 
d that even though the Objective has been signified by the Accusative in 
‘Chafam,’ yet we have it also along with the other words (‘bhigmam' 
T ‘and the rest). If the Instrumental Ending would not appear, for the 
"mere _reason of the Instrumentality : having: been already indicated, 
“then, inasmuch as the Number signified by the Nominative Ending 
S would: ‘algo have: been already indicated, there should be no appear- 
“ance of the Nominative Ending. ` It might be argued that ‘the Nomi. 
' “native: ‘Rading would appear, simply. because the mere basic Noun 
could. nat. be used by iggelf (without à case-ending) IN Dot this could not 
= ey -bevdase in ‘that ease what we. would have would- be: the In- 
S “stramenal-Nominative, ‘which ` ‘is: ‘the case-ending , laid down. as per- 
Ze to ‘the Nominative ‘gent, —and not the mere Nothinative End- 

NR d 

Replys: , “The anomaly: that ‘you: Kos SE ee iq not SES 
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e any Raten but through Verbal author Ge and a EE theta : 
contradictor y to Verbal authority is not capable. of. doing anything.. ` 

For these reasons the word ‘ anabhihité’ (in the sūtra; Panini nm. KH 
1) must be taken in its secondary sense, indicating the fact of not beiny cog 
` nised in a particular form: Thus-then, in the ‘words ‘ pacati’ and § parcyate, 

we find that, on ‘account of their paying special regard to the. relationship. 
of Number, we do cognise the Nominative and the Objective respectively, | 
in their particular forms, and as such they do not take these case- -endings 
` tho Instrumental-Nominative in the case of ‘the former word, and that of 
the Objective in that of the latter (as both those characters have been - 
found to be ‘expressed’). As for the other Karakas however they are 
: never cognised in the aforesaid particular form ; and as such hey always: 
: bring up their respective case-endings. 
We have already expressed before how, Sege all are “equally 3 
+ Karakas,’ yet the Bhavana (denoted by a Verb) indicates only two of. 
‘them, the Nominative and the Objective, and the Number too (that: is 
denoted by the Verbal Affix) is related to these only (and not to the 
others). 

It has boen ar gued above that——“ in fas case of auch Impersonal forms 
“ag! néha bhujyate,’ ‘neha. pacyaté,—we find that all that is denoted 
“by the Verbs is the mere action of ‘ ‘eating’ or ‘ cooking,’ and there is NO 
K indication of the Nominative or the Objective; and as such the Root- 
: “meaning and the Bhavana cannot be accepted to be invariably concomi” 
“tant with these (e, the Nominative and the Objective); and as such 
“the Bhavana cannot be regarded as necessarily indicative of them.” 

To this we make the following reply: Inasmuch as this non-concomi- 
tance (that you bring forward) rests upon the word, it applies as ‘much to 
‘our theory (of the Nominative being indicated by the Bhävanā) as to that 
of its being directly denoted (by the Verbal Affix); because the non-con- 
comitance of the Denotative is as undesirable as that of the Indicative. 
-That is to say, you have shown that in the case of Impersonal forms the 
` Verb is found to be non-concomitant (with the Nominative and the Objec- 
S tive); and from this you have argued. that it cannot be indicative of these 
latter, But, inasmuch as the word (Verb) does not denote, the Objective, 
‘we would. got have any de: sotativeness i in the case of the sentence ‘odanah 
“pacyate,’ Even though non- -concomitant, if the Verb, in this. latter case, 
“wee yet to: perform the denotative function, by. heipg aided: by. some other 
“agency,—then , for us: also,’ it could similarl y perform | Ehe function of 
‘indicating the same thing. And hence, just As. for the Vaiyakarand;, the 
denotativences: ‘of the Vorb i is cognised through: such agencies—as the Tr ane 
alba and Intransitiv Verb, b;. the- Pregenëe: of intermediate. affixes, ‘other 
then! pyar, and: cor wë ‘partionlar. prefixes, 80" svould. algo: (CH Ztëettëe: 
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wat (as held be us); ‘and hence the above taunt goald. not be gend 
` directed again Bt asio o 7 
3): Otherwise, we find that. the particle“ te’ S that we find in ‘ pac yats d 
SH ‘found. mm all the three forms of Verbs—-the Active, the Passive and 
the: ‘Teiperronal, (eg. ‘edhate,’ ‘pacyaté,’ and ‘bhiyaté’); and as for. 
"the. “particle ‘ yaté,’ that too. is common to all such forms, as that caused’ 
"be the. ‘Intermediate affix ¢ pyān’ (‘mrsyaté’), that due to the ‘Y ak? 
“affix of the Atmanépada ( kandiyate’), the ‘kyain’ affix (krsnā yaté) ; con.’ 
“sequently, the signification. of the Nominative would be extr emely douht: 

Ba if it were to be denoted by the Verb. 

S Bar these reasons, both the theories, yours. as well as mine, pout be. 
equally. justified only in the way in which the denial of Concomitance. and 
"` Non-concomitance has been refuted before, under the Tadbhitadhikarana 
Nr EEN But, in view of various other roasons shown above, adherence ` 
«should. be accorded to the > theor y that the Nominative is indicated (by the 
Bhi wand). 

cac Or, we may Ge the word: anabhihita’ in its direct denotative genge, . 
Question : " But, in that case, why should not we have the Instrun- 
mental (Nominative) i in the sentence “ pacati Devadattah’?” | 

7 Answer: Simply because its appearance has been negatived (ie de 

: precluded by. the condition of being not- expressed). 7 

| Question: “How has it been precluded ? ” i 
© Answer : Tt has been precluded by the fact of the Nominative having 

“been expressed by the Verbal Affix. | 
© Question: “As. you now admit the fact of the Nominative being 

= denoted by the Verb,—wherefore should you have taken all the trouble. 
“you have, to show that it is not so denoted ?” ` d 
` — ` Answer: We. did that for the sake of (with reference to) DEE 
ae of the world, and for the Veda,—and not for grammatical : 
ipa, a f E 
S ~ Question: Are ie pur poses of grammar somothing different from 
‘those of ordinary life and the. Veda? ” | | 
ee “Answer : . Certainly ;: for instance, such technical words ag Vrddhi” 
cand! Guna’ are not found, either in ordinary parlance or in the Mer GR 
Mente: At-atc and at-di respectively. aa 
S Question: : “Tt may be possible for such tere names and postu- ` 
i infos: Aa” you “have® cited to. be something | anconnected with ordinary - 
a irlance ; but that. cannot. be said’ of the. siguifications of: Basic words ` 
= and: ‘Affixes ; ‘bee atso.: these latter . that are used in grammar, are not ss 
Ga “wholly apart. from ordinary. parlance and the Veda.” | d 
meer 7 “How. oan. you siy that oo such are nsed, when’ we find: such | 
‘Asettions ‘as: Lab-katmani: ca ste? (Panini), whtre'we meet ‘with Abo 
"291. 
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Sg ‘ ‘Lab? iG as  Aigedtying ‘he: , Nominative aid. iho Objective, while 7 
there is no. such word either in. ordinary ‘parlance orin the Veda. -= > 
Objection : “Tt is only natural that the word ‘la’ should. be used: for ` 
“the ‘ladécas '~the substitutes: for ‘la,’ ie, the affixes, - ‘ tip’ and the rest; . 
‘Cas it is a general rule that the attributing. of a ‘certain, meang to the 
S SE (ie. “la `) is. always for the sake of the substitute: ” 0.7 cu 
- Reply: This is scarcely: admissible ; - (1) because in that cage e by 
taking the letter as signifying the substitutes, we have recourse’ to the 
indirect process of Indication ; (2) and it cout be only an indirect. Indica- ; 
tiveness that would pertain to the substitutes: throagh the original. That 
isto say, thongh the word we hear is only ‘ ‘la,’ yet, we would take it is 
signifying the substitutes ; and this would involve 3 rejection of Direct 
Denotation. Then if the Objective and the rest also be said to form the 
denotations of the letter ‘la,’ then, inasmuch as they are not. actually 
denoted by it, they could not be recognised as so expressed, until the 
substitutes had been brought in. And yet, all this would be quite contrary 
to reason. Thus then, it being absolnicly necessary to assume a cer- 
tain unreasonable fact, it would be far better to assume that ‘la’ is the 
conventional technical name for the Nominative and the Objective; | 
because what should be admitted as denotative of something with which 
it is invariably concomitant; for while in the condition of mere ‘la’ it 
could not denote anything, unless such-denotativeness. were conventionally 
and technically. attributed to it. And thus when we come to consider the 
question,—as to whether the attributing of the pir ticular . signification 
to the letter ‘Ja,’ by the sūira ‘luk harmani, ele,” is done through the 
substitutes (‘ tip, ete’), for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, or 
only for the sake of ‘certain technical uses to which the name might be 
put in the grammatical works themselves,—we find. that we can accept it 
as being for the sake of ordinary parlance. and the Veda, only if it could 
be shown, ' by proper reasoning, that even in such parlance and the 
Veda, the. Nominative and the Objective ` ‘are actually denoted by: the 
Verbal Affixes; and if. this cannot be shown, then it mast be regarded as 
‘being meant Only as a technical nomenclature. adopted. for use in Bram: 
matical works alone. We have already shown. above that-tho-namie in 
question does not, serve. any purpose in connection with ordinary parlance 
‘and the Veda; and: hence iti must be admitted that itis only meant: for 
ogëe In ‘grammatical works, Thus then, the sense’ of the satra- (ak 
‘kärnan, ete} comes to be: this: teh Bio i My  Pünņini; the. ‘Nominative: ond 
the: e Objective should. be. taken’ as: ‘denoted. by. the’ letter’ la? ae 
Question.: What is the uge of this: nomenclature, s when: it ig: mt 
Luise? in ordinary parlance dnd the Veda P? S ETAn E 
T Aniwirs ` Thongk: it d Bot -ntilisedi in: ‘these, ‘yet’ it Se vanke many 
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` aaefel purposes. in grammar itself. For instance, unless tlic Nominative: 
“and the. ‘Objective were accepted as to be denoted by the term ‘la,’ we: 
S could hot: have the preclusion of the case- endings. relating. to these, by 
- means of the conditional sütra ‘anubhihite.. | 
AD hus, then, ‘even. though the Nominative and the Objective aro not 
"alte denoted br the Verbal Affix, yet, inasmuch as in grammar itself, 
Uer are technically admitted to be so denoted, the case- endings, whose 
S appear ance. is conditioned by the Nominative and the Objective being ` not: 
` expressed, 4 could not comein. And thus we have shown that there is no 
-elance of the appear ance of other Karaka-atlixos (Ge, of the Instrumental, 
Au the expression ‘pacati Dévadattah’).. 


‘No ow, Hate romains the fi fi oi Sa Kern forward by the See 
rw “The Verbal Affixes nre denotative of the Nominative and the 
l “Objective, because they signify their par ‘tienlar dee S But this 
`- reasoning is found to be too wide, in view of such words as | ‘cvacapa’ and 
| the like. Because, we find that the word ‘gingapa’ is not denotative of 
~ the classes, ‘ tree,’ ‘ earthy,’ ‘substance,’ ‘entity,’ ‘cognisable,’ and ‘ kuow- 
` able,’—though it is found to denote a particular phase of these, the class 
*olapapa?’ And just as in this case (1) we find that the denotation of 
the particular ig not inconsistent with the non-denotation of the general, 
BEI and as in the case of the Eye we find that its non-perceptiveness of. 
` Noe generic fact of ‘Impermanence,’ is not inconsistent with its percep- 
S tion of Colowr,—and (3) as according to you also, though the Verbal Affix 
_. does not denote the generic element of ‘substance,’ yet it denotes a particu- 
dar phase of it, in the shape of the ‘ Nominative character, —so exactly, 
` iv the same manner, even without the denotation of the Nominative itself 
`" (by the word 7 pucati ') there would be nothing incongruous in the denota- 
f -tion of its partionlar qualification (in the shape of Number). 
`. As for the argument that—“ that which is indirectly indicated cannot 
RW ‘connected with any qualifications; and hence from the fact of the 
S - Nominative bearing certain distinct relationships, we must conclude: that 
: Hi is directly denoted this must. be rejected: at once ; simply because 
«we: find: both of -these facts actually occurring in experience, as shown 
` andor the Zrgeibuge ( I—iii—30) aud the Arunādhīkarana (Iii 
SE 135 


Zeen aa ` Madhiro rasah anigdhah te guragoa.. a this sentence we 
find ‘that: the * gweet, taste” being w property, and ag och incapable of 
2 Being related: to. ‘other: ‘properties..of ‘ snigdha* (soft) and. the rest,—it is 
a ths sivest object indicated by the words“ Madhuro rasak’. that | is. regarded 
Se elated. to those’ pe -opertios 7 “and. certainly: the: word! “rasah’ can never 
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denote the substance directly. - Similarly, , too, wo often’:come: ACTORS” such: 
gentences ag“ Apvasahasrénu nagaram mushitam. ($ The city. was: sacked: 
be A thonsand horses’), wherein what ` ‘are ‘connected. with. the: ‘action 
of í sacking’ are not the * horses,’ but ‘the riders indicated by. the word ` 
horse.’ The mere fact, of a certain: particular indicated object. not beier 
-eonnected with qualifications, —~as in the caso of: Smoke, or. in: et 
' Oslour,—cannot dee the assertion that t auch would be the cape. E 
where, | S 

For these reasons; we Segen get the Nominative i is , not To 
| denoted by the Verbal Affix. AEN : | 
=- > And thus, inasmuch as (in the sentence ‘ seet vadet’ D) the Nomi 
i native would not be directly denoted by the Verb, the connection: of the 
"Human Agent with tho ‘telling of lies’ would not be directly expressed by 
the sentence; and as such there would be no Direct Declaration to set 
aside. the | indications of the Context, to the effect that the Prohibition of. 
“telling lies’ per tains to the Sacrifice—the Darga-Purnamisa. 

. There has been another argument to ‘the effect that if the EECH 
tion contained in the sentence pertained to the sacrifice, then, inasmuch 
as it would have been laid down by means of the one Collective Injanc- 
tion of the Darga-Purmandsa, a separate Injunction for its sake (in the’ 
shape of the sentence ‘ nanrtam vadét’) would be wholly useless. 

To this argument we make the following reply: So long as the 
‘telling of lies’ has not been touched by the Injunction, there.is no use- 
for it; and in the absence of such use, the Koot-meaning (of the word- 
‘‘vadét’) would not be recognized as belonging to the sacrifice. That is to 
say, à Root-meaning, devoid. of the Injunction, becomes itself the object to 
be accomplished; and thus, not being of any use to any other result (such 
“as the Apurva of a sacrifice), it could not be taken up by the Procedure 
of the Darga-Parnamasa ; and not being taken up by this, it could not he 
‘included in the Collective Injunction of abbas sacrifices, ` ee S 
` Thus then, it must be admitted that the distinct ët? serves, 
~in the first: instance, to-point out, either directly or indirectly, the fact of. 
the ‘Prohibition "being of use to the human agent; and. then, being . 
“recour se. to the instrumentality. of. that which is denoted be the verbal. 
N Root, —and thus standing in need of something apart ‘from ‘that, ap the: 
object to be accomplished, —it comes to be recognized ag related: to the 
Darça-Purnamäsa sacrifices, which are. mentioned i in close. proximity to the: 
~genitence in question, and as. ‘subsidiary to these.: . Otherwise there sould: 
bes a mutaah: inter-dependetice : ‘the’ subsidiary: character being based upon: 
=the: ‘Injunction, and the: -Injünction Upon the subsidiary: chai acter.” “And: 


Abus.) we find that the: Io? junction: of: ‘thie: stin. Hoiédén 4 Sint: 
Bel e serves. 3 distinetily useful. purpose: a. 
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Thus then, the various. factors of the e (‘nduytam vadat T 
come to mean as follows :— > R 
(1). ‘Whe word ‘vadët’ means that d sera kelp shonld be accorded wi 
the Darga-Parnamasa sacrifices by means of ‘ telling or speaking.’ (2) The | 
force of: tho word ‘ anrta’ Aimphes— that which is to be done by speaking ` 
: should: be done by ‘false speaking $ P’ (3) The presetice of the negative ` 
¢ na) signifies— that the help should be accorded by false speaking is not. 
‘And thus we find that the sense of the sentence as a whole turns out to be 
‘the: Prohibition of that falsity that is possible in the talking og done for the . 
sake of the Darça-Pürnamåsa ; and this leads us to the general rule— We 
should avoid falsity i in all the talking that is done for the sake of the sacri», 
fices.’- ~ That is to say, when the Adhvarya priest has once said ‘make the 
cakes’ of barley,’ ho should not contradict himself by saying later on— the- 
barley will be of use in oe the Suktu, make the cake of the Vrihi 
corn. | 
In showing this use of the Adhikarana, the - Bhashya says—! Vrihi- 
mayah sankalpya na yavamayah pradēyah’, and the word ‘sażkalpya’ indi- 
cates the saying ;—because the action of sañkalpa (conveying of the 
offering) is always preceded by the saying of the words; or it may be 
taken to mean ‘having, by his words, made the Adhvaryu priest to do the 
saùkalpa’ y—the word ‘sañkalpya’ in this case being explaived as for med 
‘by two causative affixes. | 
Kays the Opponent: “ Whether the sentence in question be Ge : 
“ae destriptive of something laid down elsewhere, or ag an Injunction, on: 
“account of its connection being different,—in any case the. factor in 
“ question—‘should not tell lies’—would be equally present; and as anch 
“what is the use of the discussion as to whether the seutence ig descrip- 
‘ live or Injunctsve?” ` : , 
_ Repl; ys If the. sentence were merely descr iptive of what has been laid | 
SCH in. the Smrti, then: the Expiatory Rite would be that which is laid. 
down’ in the Smrtis; while if it be Injunctive, then, inasmuch as it. 
would: be an Injunction contained. in the Yajurveda, the Expiatory Rite. 
"attendant upon its infringement would be one that ig laid down in that 
Yeda: [And in this discrimination of the Expiatory. Rite lies the use of 
Adhikärana]. That is to say, if the sentence be merely descriptive, then 
the. telling of lies (during the Darga-Pirnamdsa also) would necessitate 
‘the : performance. of that Expiatory Rite, which- is laid down in the | 
Amrtis. in connection: with Li ying ; while ‘if it. were an: Injunction, then: 
8 it: ‘ocoura. in the: Yajurveda, its. infringement, during 4 the sacrifice would 
os a &. discrepancy i in it through ‘the Yajurveda ; and’ tience the Expiatory . 
Rite, to be. performed. would De thio | pouring of libations into the Anvtihdrya-: 
egent. Fi Cé with. tlie: Mantra: “Bhyvak sudha > (which i ig the rite laid. dow: 
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-in rae Yajurveda, as Expiatory of Lying). As for the Smrti singe wa 
would not know: in which particular Veda it may have-ita o "igin, there ` 
would be no. certainty as to the- Veda, in accordance’ with: which ‘the 
` Expiatory Rite should: be performed. Thus then, even if we grant: that | 
the sentence in question (‘nanrtam ‘vadat’). is the origin: of. the Smriti-: - 
Injunction (“satyam brūyāt’ e as its meaning, as-well ag its infringement, = 
_ will have- been followed up by the Smrti, the Expiatory Rite too owa be 
that which i is laid down in the Smriis. | ` 
Ob jection: “ When we would be. sure of the fact of thé Smriti ee k 
k based upon the sentence in question, which occnrs in the Yajurveda, the »: 
wi lixpiatory Rite performed would be that which is s laid down in that 
“Veda.” ` | 8 
Reply : Tt is not 80; because the Rite. laid down i in. the ‘Yajuirved , 
pertaining to such sacrific ial fires as the Ahavaniya and the like, distinctly ` 
relates to such a performer as ‘laid the fire’ (performed the Agnihotra) ; ` 
while the prohibition of Telling lies (contained in the Smrti) pertains to — 
all men; and as such would relate also to one who has not performed the 
Agnihotra; and hence the latter would certainly stand in need of some 
other equally universally applicable expiatory rite laid down in the Smrti. ` 
, And when this would be found out,—inasmuch as the occasion for the 
Rite wonld be the same, in the case of one who has. performed the ' 
_Agnihotra, as well as one who has not performed it, the former also would 
perform tho Rite that is laid down in the Smrti; en that there would 
l be no performance of that expiatory rite which is laid down in the Veda, . 
And further, in the case of sacrifices, the Veda lays down distinct — 
expiatory rites to be performed for discrepancy in any of the details of - 
the sacrifice; and hence when there would be no discrepancy i in any of ` 
the sacrificial details, there would be no. occasion for those rites. ; 
_ That is to say, in all- such sentences as ‘ yadrkto. yajña Grtimiyat, fr, 

we find: that certain diserepaucies i in. conection with. the Sacrifice are 


laid. down as occasions for. Expiatory Rites.: The sentences. however. 


occur in’ the context of the Jyotishtoma; and. ag such would. appear, by ` : 
Context, to be related to that sacrifice; but this Context would be’super- . 
“geded by the superior anthority of ‘Syntactical Connection, in accordance - E 
with the Sitra Ti—iti—8 ;. vor is there any reason for the said sentences . 
“abandoning all connection: with ‘the sacrifices other than the Jyotishtoma. KS 


"And beneg we ‘conclude that. even in: the. case. of those: Bants hong ` 


“source i in the: ‘particular. Ven Ze distinctly traceable, if these. happen to 
“pertain to deortain qualifications ofthe kamar agent; then: their’ infringe: ne 
“ment could nat, Jead. to. the: Performance, of the: ot ees rite, ehid down: TR 
os the, P eda... : Ls 
id t however, on aut at avoiding the necessity: of nsauining. a Viet, = 


maa met uer “entans to mn, ` me 


and beoduse. of the indications of the Context, the Parvapaksha stand- 
3 point. | be ‘that such. prohibitions as that. contained in the sentence in 
` ‘question’ belong. to the human agent as connected with the sacrifice,—theu : 
~ the. corresponding Siddhanta’ would be that they belong to the sacrifice , 
a purely y by‘etself.. But in the case. ‘of both these theories, the explatory rite- 
` attendant upon an infringement would be that which is Jaid down in the 
= Yajurveda ; ‘and. hence we. should find: some > other use for the Adhikarapa 
a than the one noted above. .- ; : 
So" And in this case, the use of the diggussion would be this: In the case 
S ot the ‘Pirvapaksha, the Injunctions too’ would Become relegated to the 
` region of ‘ Purificatory Rites’; and as such they would all pertain to the 
; Yaj aménda, exactly like the actions of the kind of Initiation, | | 
"hat ie to. say, in accordance with the Pürvapaksha, all the sacrifices 
: E the Samit, etc, (as laid down in the sentences ‘ samidho yajati,’ ete., ete, Jy 
` when performed i in the course of other sacrifices, as also tho Repetitions of 
the Hymns and Prayers (Stotras and Castras), would come to be puri- 
ficatory of the human agent; and as such, they would all pertain to the 
_ Yajam@na, in accordance with Adhikarana under Sätra IIT -viii—4, And’ 
in the case of the Samit-sacrifices,—as sacr ifices, they consist of the action 
-of offering certain materials, and as such, like the Dikshuniyd (Initiatory 
| Sacrifice), they would, in any case, pertain to the Yajamana; and hence 
even when there would be an increase in the number of Yajamanas, the 
sacrifice would be performed once only, as tending, in common, to the: 
purification of all of them,—(with regard to these, there would not be 
“much of a difference between the Pirvapaksha and the Siddhanta). But, 
-ih the ease of the Stotragustra-japadi (the Repetitions of the Hymns and 
| Prayers), these could, like the actions of cleaning the teeth and the. like, 
` pertain to the Yajamäna only, only after they had. set aside the indications. 
of the Names ` Audydtra’ and the like, which are quite capable of singling ` 
out the ‘performer of the action, while: quite incapable of putting any 
i restrictions upon the. principal action; and then: too, in the case ‘of an 
increase in the number of Yajamanas, they will have to be performed be 
eC each: of them, —as, i in this case there could be no performance, applying in 
Common to all of them, - as laid down in the au ee 
“Mldhdranadravyatydga}.” e es =o S 
iv IE in the: case Prohibitions also, the Geer of Injunction @ e, the part 
D "ëertate oudét’) be taken -to mean ‘the telling of lies as helping the man 
“related to: the: sacrifice,’ ‘then inasmuch. as the. Prohibition would be of this 
a telling: 1 ab: ‘qualified. be falsity; Ze meaning would come to be that- what- 
iever benedictory declarations: the. SCT amāna ‘makes. for his-own’ parifica- 
Honi these there, should beno falsity, either as to any: optional: matters, : 
OP we: tor ‘theractual: forma: of: the. utterance ; but other: “persons, and the 
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! Yajamānu alao in other cases, could speak Just a as one D e thii is in 
| accordance with: Pirvapakeha.. | | . 

- In accordance, on the other hand, with the Siddbouta,—that the Pro: : 
hibition pertains to. the sacrifice purely by. itself, —its meaning. would be 
this: ‘In whatever speaking there is, in course of the sacrifice, tobe done by. 
the Yu ajamõna or by the Priests, all false utterances; that may be possible; 
‘should be: completely eschewed,’ because “all these. persons are equally 
connected with the sacrifice: And hence, just as when the Yajamūna: has 
“once conveyed . by: words the offering of the Barley- cake, he should not 
‘offer, in deed, that of the ‘Vrihi corn,—so, in the same manner, schen the 
Adhy aryu ‘and other Prie sts haye - once determined upon a certain course. 
of action, they should not staltify themselves by actnally taking. up 
‘another course, for the sake of case and comfort, etc. Reen in regard to 
those few actions that are dono for the puvification of the human agent, 
the lying would be eschewed, on the ground of those actions also form- 
ing part of the Sacrifice. : 

Objection: “As a matter of fact, in the Prohibition, ‘the huraan SES 
ia the subordinate factor; and as such his agency would be conditioned 
“by the name‘ Adhvaryava,’ by which the Prohibition in question would. 
“betake itself to the Adhkvuryu priest only, exactly like the actions of the 
* Pranitapranayana and the like.” | S 
Reply: True, it would betake itself that way, if the sense. of the 
‘prohibition were something to be performed. As a matter of fact, it is of the 
nature of non-performince (i.e. not-telling).; and as such it does not stand 
In neet of any particular Agent (for its performance), We find that the 
Prohibition, expressed by Direct declaration, is connected with such condi- 
‘tions under which there may be a chance of what is prohibited being 
. present; and as such it would betake. itself to all sach- places, by its: 
‘inhereut capability; and in this it could not be stopped by the very. 
much inferior authority of the Nume U Adhy aryava'), 

| Objection : SS The Name could. certainly restrict “the: See 

* element in the sentence (‘ vadët’ LS and. then, inasmuch. as the Prohibition . 
. “also would follow in the wake of. that Se tho latter too would 
CR restricted. by that Name.” |. eg Se 
: Reply +: It is not: ‘BO; E TS ia. ony. olen then meaning Ca de 
whole scriptural sentence, has been | completed, that, there arises the. 
“question: as to ‘by whom je to be performed that which the sentence: has. 
laid | down; and it, is only, after: this that. the: use of the: Name comes in. 
KH indicating. the performer: And in; the onse in. “question: we find: 
Mat the genge ‘of: the, sentence. does Dot: opd with. “vadet?; “beeause. this,’ 
-word serves : thé. ‘parpose: of A: mere reference: (to: speaking); i in “Connection: 
“with the Prohibition Meant to be conveyed; and it. ja well known that-that 
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which is thus a mere referenco is not qualified, even by that which Ze 
directly declared, as we have. proved under the Grahddhikarana (III —i— 
18 et #eg.) ; and under the circumstances it is all the more improbable for 
-it to be qualified by the Name, whose sole function lies in pointing out thé. 
relationship of the particular performer of the action that js enjoined, ` 
“Thus then, inasmuch as ‘telling’ is merely referred to, it cannot be taken 
ae qualified (by the Name); while as for the Prohibition, that cannot be 
| specified as belonging to any particular person. | 

~ Thus the conclusion is that the present discnssion serves useful pur- 
poses in all cases; and as such, there can be no doubt that we did right 
in taking up this inquiry. | we 


ADHIKARANA. 6. 


{The actions relating to TE yawning person ’ should find n piee i in the | 
Context. | | 


pate (14): “ They pertain to the human agent, as 


` “they are forh is suke; and as such, like the Ahina, 
“(they should be taken apart from the Gontext),” N 


In the foregoing E EN we have dealt with the sier of the ` 
contradiction, or non-contradiction, of Context by Direct Declaration, We ` 
now proceed to consider its contradiction, or otherwise, by Indicative: 
Power and Syntactical Connection. ` 
| In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find laid down the “ Tirtha- ` 

snana” (Bathing at a sacred place); and in connection with the Darga- 
Pirnamasa, thero is laid down the recitation of the mantra, ‘ Mayi daksha- 
krati, etc.,’ as to be done with each yawning, And on the question as to, 
for whose sake these actions are laid down, we can have all the alternatives 
that we had in the Nivitfidhikarann (LII—iv—l et seg). But out of. 
‘these we picked ont, in the foregoing Adhikarana, only three, as being 
more reasonable than the ‘rest. These were—(1) that the action in ques- 
tion pertains to the Agent only, (2) that it pertains to the Agent as con- 
nected with the sacrifice, and (3) that it pertains to the sacrifice only. 
And on the present occasion also we take up the same three alternative 
theories. 

The conclusion of the e SE pointing out, on the 
“strength of. the Context, that the actions in question. pertain to the. 
éen e —we hava, as SS thia, the ege 


: PÕRVA PAKSHA. 


gor ans “Just as, RE ‘the indications: of the Context, the om was . 
“found to takeyup the number ‘ twelve * (Adhikarana. TI —iii—15/16),— 
a ao, in the same manner, would. ane two actions: in ee Be taken "p. e 
s ‘tby the human agent, i Zu 
7 S Firat, as for the Buth; nwatiach As. it tends k the porifloation. d SH 
e i the body, it ja taken, by. its very capability, as pertainitig. to the human’. : 
7 "agent, A for the ualification of GE ‘(the Bathing ina. früh 
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4 inastauch as the term signifies that which is eas y of approach, it serves to 
ma preclnde | all places that are difficult to be got at; and by this, they help 
of “the human agent, and not the sacrifice. As for the Smrti rule regarding 
“a the fact of the Buth always preceding the Breakfast, that too pertains to 
`u the Agent alone, and makes the transcendental result following from 
s that restriction, betake itself to bim. Thus then, the specification of 
“ Tirtha’ also, being connected with the Bath, whose uso has been 
“definitely ascertained, comes to be regarded as pertaining to the human 
“agent. One use of this specification,—that the place of bathing being 
“guch as is got at easily—is quite perceptible; and even if it be necessary 
“to assume certain transcendental results as following from observing the 
“rule of uot bathing outside the river or tank, with water taken out of 
“them, which is not found to have any visible purpuse,~-we find that that 
E ‘result too is distinctly laid down in the Veda itsolf, in the sentenco 
“‘Pirthaméva sajdtanam bhavati’ (* He becomes great among his rela- 
“tions.’) And certainly that which is so distinctly pointed out by 
* Syntactical Connection as related to the purpose of the human agent, : 
“cannot be affected by the Context ; because of the Sūtra III—iii—11. 
“In the same manner, though the word ‘briydt’ does not signify the 
“ Nominative agent, yet, the word ‘janjhabyamdna’,—being formed by the 
"krt affix, and the Sétra ‘ Kartari kri’ (Panini) indubitably laying down 
: “the fact of the Let affix being denotative of the Nominative,—cannot but : 
“be taken as signifying a particular performing agent, And the mantra 
“being mentioned in the same sentence with it, as connected with the 
“person thus pointed ont,—it could vot be taken up by the Context. 
“Specially as we find a distinct result following from its connection with 
“the human agent ;—the one that is mentioned in the text itself, ‘prand- 
$ “ paniiedtinari dhati; which signifies tong life due to the control of the 
“upper and lower breathing. : 
“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the actions under con- 
“sideration per tain to the human agent (and not to the sacrefice }.” 


SIDDHANT A. 


Sütra (15): “But from the pecul iarity of the Context, i 
: they would constitute the purification of one con 
` nected with ét,—like the substance. | 


“We admit: that the Actions per tain to. the human agent; but we can S 
SE the statement that they. pertain to the agent, independently by ` 
el, and as such they should be taken apart i from the Context. 

‘Because; gu: dong as it is. possible for two means of knowledge to be ` 
"Seel, ‘it ie not. proper to: have‘ one set aside bythe other. Specially: :. 
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‘as, in the case in question, the mention, at a distance, of ‘the result, does 
not constitute an actual ‘ Phalagrutt’. (Declaration of Results). In the 
case in question, we find that if the Actions in question are connected ` 


with the human agent only, the indications of the Context are set aside 


without any reason. ` ` 
Objection: “The ‘gcosptance of the dihat alternative theory would 


“ also mean the rejection of Indicative Power and S yntactical Connection.” 


Reply : ‘True, these latter would be rejected, only if we connected the 


actions with something other than the human agent, As a matter of 
‘fact, however, it is with the A, gent as engaged in a sacrifice, that we hold 


the actions to be connected; and in this not a single means of knowledge | 


is rejected. . For if the ‘yawning person,’ as well as the ‘ bathing pel am, 


were taken as that indicated by the Context,—-that would not be incom- 
patible, either. with the sense of all the words of the two sentences (as 
pointed out by Syntactical Connection), or with the capability of things 
(as indicated by Indicative Power). 

Objection: “The idea of the unspecified Person (the Agent by himself 
KM being related to the two actions), being based upon the superior authority 


(of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection), could not be set aside 


“by that of the specified Person (one who is engaged in the performance 
“of the sacrifice), which is based upon the inferior authority (of the 


.“* Context)” ` 


Reply: The idea of the unspecified person cannot Ger be set aside 


` (even by you) ; because the ignorant and the incapable persons could not 
be entitled to the actions in question (and so you cannot take all men to 
be connected with the actions). ` 


Objection: . “In the way that you suggest, the Context would come 
“ to be taken as the means of the necessary specification.” 
Reply: It is not so; because in this case also, the Context remains 


only a compr ge and it could not become the means of specifying the 


‘yawning person’ that forms the subject of the sentence. Nor do we find 


the functioning of the Context, in the matter of the ‘said specification ; | 
“because the ‘ How’ is always related to something other than the ‘Thus.’ 
One who, seeking for the person mentioned i in the Context, obtains, from 
that source, the necessary specification of that person,—for him, wien 
the Context has ceased to function, there only arises a desire to find that 
“person mentioned in the Context; whioh, Ken does not come to be the 
S means of ‘specification, Se : 


Question: "7 How, then, do you e at the. idem at the Porson indi- 


w cated by: the Context bole 


Answer: -Evon without the Context serving a as the iheshs sof we, | 


Jett we von, dp the Bonert case, get at the idea of the: Person indicated 
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: by: the Context. Because just as the ‘ Prokshana’ of the Vrihi corn for 
‘ordinary purposes would be wholly useless, so also would the actions in 
question be (if. they pertained to an ordinary person); and hence for the 
sake of their usefulness, they must be regarded AS per taining to the ` 
Person indicated by the Context. 
Phat is to say, the Vrihi corn, connected with the Pi miai is not- 
l thereby spec ialised by the Context; but what happens is that in order to 
save it from becoming useless, and on account of there being no reason for 
assuming an imperceptible result,—and lastly, because as an auxiliary to ` 
the sacrifice, it has to serve a distinct purpose,—we accept the Vrihz 
mentioned in the Context (to be the one to which the Prokshana is to be 
applied). And in the same manner, in order to avoid the assumption of a 
distinct result, and in consideration af proximity, we take that ‘yawning 
‘person’ who is connected with the Context. And so long as this is pos- 
sible, there can be no grounds for the assum ption of any other result. 
Objection: “The result of the two actions in question is already 
“definitely ascertained, and has not got to be aumen as we have already : 
“explained above.” 
Reply: Itis true that you have Fotoe it; but the result is never 
found to be mentioned by such words as are foand in the sentences in 
question ; as their mention is always found to be accompanied by the word 
‘Kama’ (‘desire’). This is what is meant by the assertion—' we do not 
find any injunctive word here ;’—the sense of this assertion must be taken 
as—‘such words cannot serve the purpose of enjoining the results,’—as we 
ghall ex plain later on, Otherwise, inasmuch as we have an actual Injune- 
. tive word in the shape of ‘ briydt,’ it would not be quite true to assert the | 
absence of the Injunctive word. Nor can the opponent be taunted with the 
fact of the word ‘ dhattë’ not being injunctive. Because in all cases, the 
factor of Result never forms the object of Injunction. Consequently the. 
said sentence must be taken in the manner just shown. Specially as we 
-shall show. under Sūtra [V—iii—1, that such sentences are Arthavadas ; 
and under Sutra IV—iii—3, that the mention of the Result is only by 
) means of.such sentences as contain the word ‘ Kama’ (‘ Desire ’), 
Objection: “ We might accept the actions to be purificatory of the 
d human’ agent, Be using ‘the word ‘ Samskdara,’ itis meant to show that 
“we admit the fact of the actions in question pertaining to the human 
“agent; because an independent action, having a result of its own, could 
"not be spoken of as ‘Sanishdra.’ But we do not accept it to belong to only 
SS ‘that person who is performing the Dårça-Pürnamäsa sacrificat.. That is to 
| ` st, the repetition of the Mantra ‘mayi dakshakrata, ete:,’ being recog- 
"ie as belonging to the ‘ ‘yawning person,’ would be precluded from 
“etch: i 8 person in the’ ordinary 'y course -of life, pedanso of the repetition - 
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“ boing of no use in ordinary life. But the person who would be.‘ yawn. 
‘ing’ during the Syotishtoma and the other sacrifices, will take the Mantra, | 
“with as nseful an effect as one connected. with the Dar ça-Pūrpamāsa; 

“and there would be nothing to preclude the Mantra from. these. Con. 
“sequently we take the- Manting as SE to the human staal en gage d 
“in any sacrifice,” 

The sense of the reply that § is given to tlo above (by the Bhäshya) i is 
difficult to be grasped. It.is this: There is no useful purpose to be served 
by his purification. Because, just as the Nivitu has been found to have no 
connection with the duties of attending upon guests, ete., simply because of | 
its not being mentioned be Direct Declaration, ete. (as related to those. 
duties ),—so, in the same manner, the repetition of the Mantra in question. 
‘would, for the same reason, have no relationship with the other sacrifices. 

_ That is to say, if the Mantra were laid down as to be used every. 
where, and were precluded from the ordinary actions of the world, simply | 
.béeanse it would serve no useful purpose with regard to these, then what 
you say would have been quite correct (i.e. it should have been related to 
nll sacrifices). As a matter of fact, ib cannot be so precluded; as Ee 
Injunctions that have once operated can never be precluded by anything; 
cand in all cases of preclusion, the preclusion is recognised from the very 
beginning; and this preclusion is made in the following manner : Toan 
much as, in accordance with Adhikar ana ‘Dravyasankhy yahéiusamauda yanca `. 
(VI--i—11), the mention of the mere form of -the ‘ yawning person’ 
would be useless,—the. word ‘ janjuabhyamana’ (yawning) should be taken 
as indicating the means to a certain Apérva: ; and as a matter of fact, we 
find that this Indication would not be possible except through the Context ; 
and as for the Context, we- have no other available save that pertaining 
to the Apiirva of the Darça- -Pūrnamāsu. Consequently, it must be ad- 
mitted that the puritication, ee in the repetition of the Mantra, 
pertains to that ‘yawning person ` who i is engaged in the bringing about 
of the Darga-Pirnamdsa-Apurca. 

‘The same may be said of the Bath (: Tirthasnana o also, 
` The above objection, as well as the. reply to it, the: Author of the: 
‘Sutra will himself explain, under the Sutras I1I—vii—3 and 4. | 
` Then, it has been argued: that, inasmuch as the Injunction. of the- 
` Repetition of the Mantra would be. included in the Collective Injunction 
of the Darga-Pirpamisa, that contained i in me sentence iù aeo would 
God wholly useless, — 7 f 
Tn reply to. this. it is daid. at it is. vary E more RT to 
: take the sentence in question as “merely descriptive. of the. Injunction con- 
“tained in the said: Collgetive. Tnjuncti tao, than as s the useless e of | 
a detail pertaining: ‘ty Bho: humau agent SE E SEH 
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Objection : .“ Thè objection of the opponent is that what the Bhashya 
- i: “has hare dealt with i is exactly the samo as that dealt with in the preced- 
“ing: Adhikarana ,—but the replies given on the two occasions are:mutually 
S ‘contradictory. For instance, on the former occasion, the explanation 
“piven Was that it is only when a certain action has become subsidiary 
ib tg another, that it comes to be taken up by the Collective Injunction of 
“the latter Action; and until the former action has been enjoined, it does 
au -not become subsidiary to any other action; while on the present occa- 
“gion it is. held. that the seutence would not be an Injanction, but a mere 
x Descriptive Declaration. And in view of the contradictory character 
rof these two explanations vouchsafed by the Bhjishya, we must consider: 
“which of these two is true and which is false. In view of what has been 
“gaid op the previous occasivn, it would seem that the former was the 
“correct explanation; while the latter is pnt forth simply by way of 
4 admitting the opponent’s position (for the sake of argument). But it 
E is possible to show that this latter is the correct viow. Inasmuch as 
“there isa single Injunction that takes in all the subsidiaries collectively, 
“distinct Injunctions of them cannot but be said to be merely descriptive | 
“declarations, That is to say, under the Sitra X—viii—16, it will be 
“shown that, on account of all subsidiaries tending to fulfil a single 
“purpose, there is a single collective Inj unction of all these; and this 
“could be possible for only. those that are laid down in the Collective 
“Tnjanction; because each of the distinct Injanctions of these sub- 
“sidiavies operates separately. An Injunction is that by which a man is 
“urged to activity; and in the case of the Bharand that pertains to the 
“principal as well as the subsidiary sacrifices, the man is urged to 
“activity, all at once. Consequently, the distinct EE must be 
“regarded as mere descriptive declarations.” 8 
Do the above we make the following reply: Both portions of the 
Bhashya are quite correct. Begatse the declaration contained in the 
former is not wrong, for the reason that is,given therein—viz., that until- 
an ‘Action i is enjoined, it cannot be subsidiary to another Action, specially ` 
as it has been already explained: that if we do not admit the Injunction, — 
only.that which is signified by the Verbal Root would come to be the 
object to be accomplished ; -and as this would not serve any useful purpose, | 
it could “not. be taken as subsidiary to any other Action; consequently ` 
the. sentence in question must be admitted to be an- Injunction. It may 
also. bo taken. ag a mere descriptive declaration. ‘Because the Action. 
having been. ascertained, through the previous Injunction, to be the sub-. .. 
sidiary of a certain aetion, up to. the time that it is.carried along to be — 
taken op by | the collective Tojunetion ¢ of this latter: Action, it continues in > 
the. ‘position of the In njunction „when, howover, ij Once becomes taken np <- 
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hy tlie an Collective tee EN as ‘the: activity of. the. Agent 
towards the Action would be accomplished by the-mere fact of its forming 
the subsidiary of the other Action, its former Injunction would now come 
to be taken as a mere Descriptive Declaration, Thus then, we find that, 
inasmuch as, prior to being taken up by the Collective Injunction, its per- 
formance wonld not be possible, the sentence laying it down as a distinct 
sacrifice, is taken as an Injunction; while snbsequent to that, as its: per- 
formance comes to be accomplished, through the Collective Injunction 
of the Action to which it is the subsidiary, the former Injunction comes 
to be taken as a mero Descriptive Declaration. Thus both the declarations. 
of the sl are true, under different conditions. 


Stret (16): It could be taken apart from the Context, 
only through the mention of a POTENT charac- 
ter. 


In the case of the Ahina, wee found that, it has no existence at all, in 
the Context; and hence the mention of ‘ twelve-wpasads’ in the sentence, 
not being. taken up by the Context, had to be taken apart from the 
Context, In the case in question, however, there is no such mention ; and - 
hence the example of the Ahina cannot apply to the present case, 


ADHIKAR ANA (6). 
` [The throatening, ete. pertain to the Human Agent]. 


Sūtra 1 (17): In the case of the Camyw (we would have es, 
take it apart from the Context); because of the protect. 
tion having been extended to all, 


k The word ' Comyn’ i is the name given tohll sach prohibitions as those 
“pertaining to the Threatening of a Brahmana, the striking of him and the 
shedding of his blood [that we hear of in the passage—' Déva vai Camyum ` 
Barhaspatyan abruvan havyanno vaha..... , kimmé pragdyd iti; te 
‘bruvan (1) yö Brahmandydvagurél tam caténa yatayat, (2) yo nihanë-- 
tam sahasréna; (3) yo lohitam karvut yavatak praskandya piingin, etc., ete. J 

Tn connection with this also we have the same alternative theories as in - 

the previous Adhikarana, But from among these, we pick out only two, 

taking the two connections into one; and these two alternatives are:—. 

‘these Prohibitions pertain to the sacrifice, or to the Man only. 
And on this, we have the followiag 


PORVA APAKSHA.. 


“Jn accordance with all that has been said with regar d to the Prohi- 
“bition of Telling Lies, the Prohibitions in question must be taken as. 
E ‘pertaining to such Thr eatening, etc. as are possible for the sake of the 
“Sacrifice. The possibility of these in course of the sacrifice may be 
“explained thus: The Darga+Purnamasa sacrifices require the help 
de four. Brahmarias ; ; and for winning their acquiescence one could 
ch have zeeourgs to the four ordinary means of Peaceful Request, Gifts, 
“Division and- Punishment; but we find the Veda distinctly laying- 
a down that ‘ ‘one should win their acquiescence by means of the Aur. 
aM hitrya- Gift’; but it is possible that they. might. not be won over by 
“this Gift ; SH? in that case one would be called upon to do all that he 
“could to win it out of them; and in this he could have recourse to the 
a four aforesaid: means of, subjugation ; and : hence as a punishment, ho | 
S “might come to do thë. Threatening, ete.;'and it is these latter that are 
S “prohibited by the sentences in question ; the sense of these prohibitions 
be beiug-— These, threatening, otc., should uot be done ; one should have. 
“recourse to the other. means. of: ‘subjugating the Htahmanes.' 7 ay E a 
AGB 
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_SIDDHANT A. 


To the above, we cape the following reply: (1) Because the sen- 
tence points to the connection of all (Braéhmanas) ; (2) because the results 
are distinctly mentioned ; and (3) because the boon. of protection was 
granted to all of them ;—we cannot connect the. SE in question 
“with the Context only. l 
_ Thatis to say,—(1) the word ‘ yak’ (in the ontang yo Br ninya : 
‘ete. " distinctly points to Man, Nor can the Prohibition in question be 
held. to pertain to that Man who is connected with the Context; because 
what the sentence speaks of is not a purificatory action, but only a Droht, 
bition calculated to save man from falling into hell. And as the falling 
into hell pertains to the Man, and not to the sacrifice,—and as the Prohibi- 
tion for saving from a trouble must pertain to one who is liable to that 
trouble, (the Prohibition, in the case in question, cannot but pertain to the 
Man, and not to the Sacrifice). 

(2) We find the results mentioned, in the sentences ! caténa yatayat, 
sahasréna yātayāt, etc which means that the punishment that he would 
suffer would be a hundred, and a thousandfold; or, inasmuch as the 
sentence does not speak of any particular object to which the numbers 
. (‘hundred ’ and ‘thousand’) would apply,—and as we find the ‘ samvat- 
sara’ (‘year’) mentioned later on,—we must take the sentence ‘ sahasréna 
‘yGtayat’ as meaning that ‘he should undergo the punishment for a 
hundred years,’ As for tho result of the Prohibition, it connects itself by 
being merely expressed ; and it docs not stand in need of the word ‘ kama,’ 
4s has been shown to be the case. with the mention of the results of 
Injunctions; specially as no person ‘desires’ (k@mayaté) that which has 
‘to be abandoned ; nor is there any other way of mentioning an undesir- 
able result; and hence its mention should be taken as duly accomplished 
be the word ‘anubhavet ’ (ho: should suffer’); and this word we find 
present in the case in question. Though’ the Bhashya has explained the 
word ‘ ydtayat’ as. Injunctive, yet that cannot be quite relevant ; because 
_the result spoken of is not meant to be enjoined. That which is desirable 
is not enjoined ; while that which: is not desirable can never call forth 
the activity of Man; and as such the introduction of the Injunctive is 
wholly contrary to the nature of this latter. Consequently all that we can 
-rightly assert is that the Prohibitiou i is ‘accomplished by the mere mention 
of the undesirable result, that the. undesirable result pertains to the. 
“Man,—and hence the Prohibition minst also Ee to the Man IS not 
l bo ete sacrifice), ` Set 

`. (81 Then again’ we find 4 in. he passage quoted that Gen in 
g “What would happen a my offspring i if t offered the: libations. to you f= 
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l which shows that what he asked for was the pr otection of ull his GE 
and: the Devas also answer— As thou desirest.’ And thus we find that. 
Cam made over all Brahmanas to the protection of the gods; and the 
protection that the gods extended was to all Brahmunas; and hence these: 
declarations become reconciled only by taking the Prohibition to pertain 
to Man in yeneral fond. not to the sacrifice, or to the Man connected with 


the sacrifice). 


. ADHIKARANA Wi 


RE Prohibition of conversing with a woman in her courses s pertains to | 
| | Man in general]. | 7 


Sitre a8): |  Fagem uch as the woman in er courses has 
been previously removed (from the place of the sacrifice, 
the Prohibition cannot pertain to the sacrifice; it must 
-pertain to Man in general). 


[Iu connection with the Darça- Purgumasa isa we find the passage— 
| EE E na samvadet, ‘ndsya annamudyat’].. Though the. latter 
seutence.occurs in a different place, yet it has been quoted by the Bhashya 
along with the former, because it is to be utilised in the next Sutra, by 
way of showing that it is for another purpose, ‘malavadvasa’ is the 
woman in her courses; and in regard to the Prohibition of conversing with 
her, we have three alternative theories :—[ (1) 1t pertains to the sacrifice ; 
(2) it pertains to the Manas connected’with the sacrifice; and (3) it per, 
tains to the Man in general]. And on this we have the following | 
` PŪRVAPAKSHA. ` 
We “The Prohibition ‘must be taken as E to the words—‘ paini 
= &sha të lokuk, efc.’—that are addressed by the yayamanu to his wife, iu. 
“course of the Darga-Purnamdsa; (1) because in this we have not got 
“either the word ‘yat’ (pointing to Man), or some such word as ‘jaitjha- 
e bhyamana ’ (which could indicate the relationship of Man) ; (2) because 
“the conversing 18 as possible in connection with the sacrifice, as apart 


‘from it; and (3) because of all tliat has aes said. in connection with 
SS the Prohibition of ES EE of Lies.” 7 | a 


‘SIDDHANTA. 


` Ae against the. dares we make’ the. ët E Au 
` Prohibitions are, only of’ such. things. of whose occurrence: there is a 
? ‘possibility ; 3 and the possibility of. conversing : rests in. the Man’; ‘and then. 
gato, ibasmuch as the -woman iù her courses | has already ‘heen’ removed: 
“from: the place of sacrifice. (in: accordance with the: Sentence ‘ yosya vrätyë. 
ft fant wtf uniilanithubis ët tämapar udh, mp Mëiein ` ra He; whose wife should 
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be impure on the day of the sacrifice, should perform the ege after. 
` removing her from. there '),—there would be no possibility of any convers- 
„ing with the woman in course of the sacrifice. Because, in accordance with 
‘the. sentence just quoted, she having been moved away from all sacri- 
ficial performances, how could there be any chance for the yajamäna çon- 
‘versity with that woman, in course of the sacrifice? As for the Man in 
‘general, on the other hand, inasmuch as his ways would be independent 
(of all such restrictions as pertain to sacrifices), there is every possibility 
of his conversing with the woman; and in reference to hin, the Prohibi- 
tion would serve a distinctly useful purpose. 

` Even if we have Smrtt-rules prohibiting the said conversing, we 
vc take those as having their source in the sentence under considera- 
tion ; and neither of them should be taken as a mere descriptive declara- 
KH i 


| Sëtze (19): Also because of the prohibition of inter- 
course. 


For the following reason also, the Prohibition must he taken as 
pertaining to Mun in general. 

It has been shown above (Ui tii—16)_ that all doubtful points are 
settled by reference to a sentence abounding in tho matter under con-. 
sideration ; and in the case in question, we find that the phrase ‘ not have 
intercourse with her’ is distinctly meant to pertain to Man. 

That is to say, we have another Prohibition‘ ndsya unnamadyit,’ 
where ‘anna’=abhyatyana, which, from the subsequent portion of the 
_seritence, comes to be taken as meaning ‘Intercourse.’ Among the Latas, 
also, we find the word ‘ abhyanjana’ synonymous with ‘ mrakshuna,’ which 
-is known to be synonymous with ‘Intercourse’ And we know full well 
‘that there could nover be any possibility of this intercourse, during the 
‘performance of the sacrifice; while as regards the Man, there is always a 
| possibility of the said intercourse. Aud we have already explained that 
‘the Prohibition can pertain only to one, for whom there is n possibility of 
that which is prohibited. And further, inasmuch as ‘celdbucy’ is one of 
the necessary conditions imposed upon the sacrificer, there would never be 
„any possibility of intercourse even for tho sake of the Maw himself, during 
the’ performance of the sacrifice; and hence the Prohibition could not 
í pertain to the time of the sacrificial performance. SS, 
: Consequently, we. ‘must pass over the Context, and connect the Pro- 
“bibition | with Man in. general ; and hence i in accordance with the maxim 
E Lotsimanyaditareshu fäin ' 3 ER must take the Conversing also to. 
belong i to, Mun. ant general, ` ie, Fae EE | 


ADHIKARANA (8). 
[The wearing of Gold, etc. pertains to the Man]. . 


Sätra (20): Not ment tioned in any particular Context, 
dt must belong | to the Man; because it differs from 
that mentioned in a particular Context. 


We now proceed to consider the question as to whether, or not, Direct. 
Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection,—not occur- 
rihg in any particular Context,—come to a coalition with the Context. | 

In regard to the sentence, ‘Tasmat suvarnam hiranyam bharyam, 
durvarno’ sya bhrātrvyo bahvalt’ [and ‘suedsaséd bhavitavyam, ritpamévu 
bibharti’], there arises the question as to whether the sentence lays down 

‘suvarnata’ (excellence of colour) with reference to the wearing of gold 
during the performance of a sacrifice, and ‘ gobhanatva’ (excellence) with 
reference to the wearing of cloth during the sacrifice,—or it only lays : 
down the qualified wearing as pertaining to the Man in general. 

On this question, the Pirvapaksha is this :—“ With a view to avoid a 
“ multiplicity of objects for the Injunctions, we must regard the sentences 
“as laying down the excellence of colour and excellence with reference to 
“the wearing of Gold and Groth respectively, during the performance of 


“the sacrifice.” 
SIDD HANTA. 


The Ne must be taken as pertaining to the Man in 1 general; 
because if the Injunction pertained only to the Gold and the Cloth, it 
would be absolutely uscless ; while as for its connection with any parti- 
cular sacrifice, we do not find any ground for such relationship. - 
The one purpose served by the mention of something i in the Context 
ofa -particular sacrifice, is to point out the fact of its being related as the: 
subsidiary to that sacrifice; and under the circumstances, if even that, 

which is not mentioned in the Context of any particular sacrifice, were to’ 
be-taken as subsidiary to that sacrifice, then there would be no use in 
“anything: being mentioned i in a particular Context. But inasmuch as the- 
“Veda itself makes a distinction between a thing being mentioned and not- 
-being mentioned in a particular Context, wo.conclude that those: things | 
that: are ‘not mentioned in any particular Context, must’ pertain ‘to the 
Se Mon in genera, 
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gëire ay: Objection: “Not having a substance, it 
į would be. subsidiary (to the sacrifice)” x 


Baya ‘the ‘opponent: “Even if the sentenco in question be a quali- 
K fed Injunction, it could not but be subsidiary to the sacrifice; otherwise 
"it would be necessary to assume a distinct result in connection with the 
““Tajunetion in question.” | 

“Objection: ‘Its connection with the sacrifice too will have to be 
“assumed. ” 
H “ Reply : True; bat this latter assumption would be fully beet 
"ú Because when there arises the question, in regard to an Action, as to 
“the purpose served by it, it is another Action that turns up as the one to 
“be helped by it; and hence the connection of the Wearing with the 
.# Sacrifice would be authorised ; but not so its connection with a Result, in 
“the shape of Heaven. 

“What we mean is this:--No other aceon save Fäng, Dana and 
1 Homa, can ever be the principal action: and in the case in question we 
“find none of these three actions,—as the sentonce does not contain any. 
“word expressive of the Recipient of the offering, gift, ete.; and thns by its 
“very nature the action of ‘wearing would be a subsidiary, and that 
“too to another action. 

“Or, it may be that the sentence mentions the wearing, and this 
“action, by its very nature, is subsidiary to that which is worn. And as 

“any such thing, that would be worn in ordinary life, would not deserve 
“a purificatory : rite, consequently, it must be admitted that the Injunc- 
“tion in the sentences under consideration is of the wearing of that Gold 
m and Oloth which form the auxiliaries of a sacrifice. 

“Or, inasmuch as such an Injunction would involve a multiplicity in 
“its objects,—and as, when it is possible, the Injunctive potency should, 
“ perforce, be transferred to the Property —we should take the sentence 
“as laying down the ‘ excellence of colour? (' siivarnata’) with reference to 
“that wearing of ootd, which we find laid down in many such sentences 
“au Hiranyam hastë. bhavati,’ ‘ Atha grhnati hiranyam hast,‘ ’ Sampra- 
"dë shodagind stuvaté’ and so forth ; and the other sentence also should 
e be taken as laying doen ‘emcellence,’ with reference to the Cloth, the 
a “wearing whereof is laid down in the sentence ‘ Vasahk puridhatt2.’ 

. And thus we find that it is this Injunction. that forms. the basis of 
K ‘the definition of ‘ Hiranya,” that is given in the Kalpasitras, as‘ that 
‘gold. which bears its natural excellont colour.’ ` Otherwise (if the defini- | 
> tion“ Hiranyam jåtarüpam pratiyat’ wero not explained as above, but 
` “only: as <: that whieh bears its:natural excellent colour "3. inasmuch as the ` 
word: “ Hiranya? would apply equally to the. golde and silver (as both. 
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S Sep metals retain thoir ‘natural excellent colour’), it would be necés- 
“sary to look ont for another. BÉISE for r applying. the word to P any one 
of the two only. ` X a 
_ “The expression: ‘adran yatoat’ 3 the Sutra) means that ‘we. find 
“the sentence in. question laying down, not a substance, but a particular | 
“property of it, and hence the Injunction herein contained should betake : 
“itself to that sacrifice where we do have a Substance. _ | 
| “Though the Bhiashya has mentioned the ‘ Deity’ also along ee 
—“* Substance.’ (in the course of his explanation of the expression ‘ adravyat. l 
"opt, yet, inasmuch ‘as it is something wholly unconnected with the- 
“Saira, and hence most improper. Specially as we have other actions 
“also—in the shape of Japa and the like, —which are neither Y ga, nor 
“Dana, nor Homa,—and yet which ave performed as principal actions ; 
“and hence there is no use of mentioning the Deity. 


| Stitra (22): “ Because of connection with the Veda,” 


| “Tn case of the Wearing being subsidiary to the Sacrifice, we find that 
“the name ‘Adhvaryane’ serves the purpose of pointing out the use to which | 
“it is to be put; while if the wearing pertained to the Man in general, 
“thon the indication of that Name would be set aside. If the sentence be ` 
“taken as laying down ‘ excellence of colour’ with reference to the Gold 
“then, too, the said Name would be wholly inoperative; because that 
“excellence of colour would be uuder the ‘influence of certain: other 
“Injunctions, and it would not be of the nature of actions. 
“The word ‘Védasamyoga’ (in the Sitra) means the fact. of both 
s ay equally Vedic; and hence, if some one were to argue that ‘there is 
“a possibility of the wearing of the. Gold and the Oloth in ordinary life ` 
“also, and hence the Injanction of the property (escellence of colour)” 
“eould he. taken as referring to the werring met with in ordinary life, —: 
“this argument too | would be met by Se ae reason of ‘ Vedasamyoga.” 


| sūtra ( 2): is Because the substance Ze the principal : 
: factor (in the sentence),” 


sob oat ‘On ge former. occasion (Text, page 990), it has. been said that de 
2 Wearing j is naturally possessed of the character of a purificatory’ action ; Gs 
"and now. we proceed to slow- additional reasons for the same opinion: i. 
a Becanse of the mention of the. Objective ‘character. Anasmach. as we find 
"übe word: ‘hiranyiin’ with- the. Accusative Ending. ‘ am,’ and . E) the i 
" CBhäshya speaks of the presence of the. Objective, the Accusative Ending (in R 
ere might be mistaken ‘to. be similar ` to - that” in” the. uae | 
oA orthin’ Batin the case in ‘qnestion. ‘we find that, the Objective : in. er: 
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w pressed (and not ‘ not-enpressed =" anabhihita 8 be the GH affix (in 
Ze bharyam*); and os such the Accusative that we see in ‘ hiranyam’ we 
7 must take, not in the sense of the- Objective, buti in that of the Nomi- 
Best native, tho for mer being expressed’ by the “nyat? affix. in ‘bhdryam'; 
` this ig what is meant by the expression ‘ dran yaparateat’. [ because. the 
RR substance is the prinetpal factor ’] in the Sūtra. That too is the reason 
ea why the Bhashya has spoken of the ‘ connection of the sense d the Ob- - 
ee jection, and not ‘the connection of the Objective,’ . | 

Thus. then the wearing, being of the nature of a purifiatory y act, - 
Së Sëch be taken as subsidiar y’ to ‘the sacrifice.” as 


| E (24): TA But there would Ae o SE 
with the Result; just as in the case of the presence 
` (of words to that effect); and hence it is. an deeg 
. as declared by Aiticayana. 


KS a matter of fact, we find that the Action (of wearin ing) is ER: con. e 
“nected, by a sentence, with any gacritice. Because every sentence, that is ` 
‘not found to be mentioned in any particular Context, Jays down.a sub- ` 
_sidiary, either by means of the connection of a sentence, or by that of on | 

D invariably concomitant’ Indicative Power. In the case- in, question, . 
however, we find that there is no connection of any sentence ` nor is there. ` 
: S añy such Indicative Power as is required; because the. wearing of gold is 
comition to both (ordinary life and the Véda), That wearing could have ` 
` been specialised by the declaration of -its performability ; but if that - 
` declaration be taken as serving the purposes.of the said qualification, — 
“all its potency being spent up.in that qualification, it would cease to bo ` 
i injunctive. _ Consequently all that has the support of authority, is the ` 
mere relationship of the substunce iu- question (e, gold). And as ang 
.purificatory action in connection with that would be wholly useless, we. 
"` anot - accept the wearing to be such ag action, Nor. could He — 
s mlationelidp of the purificatory action with ‘the substance be held to be: - 
Es to She. faot of its. ae to bring abont a. cortain Aparea,. AS Oe 


e ëm then, ` ‘in mosedsces with the’ principle that— EG domething a 
i accomplished ‘i is, spoken: of along with that which has to be accomplished, Ze 
— Hie former: should be taken: ag “helping ` in the accomplishment of the — 
atte, he Sentetices- in “question should be taken to: mean that, ‘ one. ` 
* should: perform the action of wearing with, the help. of, the. Gold, and with >: 
Mint of, the. Qloth": “And when: ‘We come. to- look: for ‘the: use for gach ae 
wearing, we come.. to” anne - CS ‘certain. useful : purpose. Met: it: serves 
Oe pl e D ` stet a as: there, is nothing. incongranes . in. an “Action: 
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being related: to an Agent GE is merely. implied (and not directly pen, 
tioned). In the case of the. word ‘ supdsast,’ however, weg have the Men 
distinctly pointed: ont. as. the principal factor p ian the word is a Bahuvrihi ` 
compound, and in. this compound the object other than those expressed by 
the component words: ig accepted as the principal, factor (ie Ce. the od. 
means, He who wears good. clothing). e Së 
Objection: “But in that- caso, it roia be necessary 1 ‘to agsume a ` 
result (ns following. from the wearing). dE 
` Reply: Phat would. not matter; Bi when it has been ascer- ` 
‘tained, in- general terms, that the Action serves a useful į parpose for the’, 
Man, the assim ption of a particular result becomes an easy matter. As ` 
for the appearance of Heaven and the like, inasmuch as-iuat would be 
an’ action, and. based elsewhere (in the case of the Darca-Pirnamdsa f.i.) 
upon the Veda,—both the sentences would be equally capable of pointing ` 
to that (appearance) ; and hence there remains no chance for these | gen. . 
_tences pointing to any particular sacrifice, | 
. . Then again, in fact we find the sentences themselves mentioning l 
the results,—in the shape of Uber durvarnata' (spoiling of the Visage) of 
the ' Bhratroya’ (Enemy), and the keeping up of one's own beauty (Ripa- _ 
dharana).. Even though the sentences mentioning these results have the 
appearance of Arthaviida, yet inasmuch as they are not known to be sub-. 
_servient to any other Injunction, they can, as such, be taken AB the 
‘Injunctions of Resulte,—as. explained under Sätra IV—iii—18. And 
all that we have got to do, in the pr esent case, is to assume the merely 
desirable character - of that whose relationship. with the Action is. fully 
established, and then to take: the Action as serving the purpose of 
accomplishing ‘that. result, ff, on the ‘other hand, we were to assume a 
result, we would: have to assume everything, beginning | from its connec- 
tion with the sacrifice onwards, Conseqnently, just as in the case of the. | 
“presence of such words as | ‘desiring. Heaven’ and the like, so, in the sen- 
eppes in question also, we have the connection of results ; and as ‘guch 
“-eontaining ` qualified Injunctions, these: must be taken as laying down e 
` independent actions. (of wearing: the gold, and wearing the cloth; for: the a 
. pake of Man in general), We have Smrti roles also to-the saime effect :-~ , 
_ 6g ‘One should ‘not: keep on himself. worn-out. and dirty clothing,” e 7 
should. hold a bamboo stick, and a pair-of good ear Tings of SE Kaal d e: 
which are recongilable with the Siddhanta theory. - EE 


te 


‘ADHIKARANA (9). 
ae E? ete. are subsidiaries: to Vedie Actions}. 


“sutra (25): “ They would be subsidiary to all dottore $ 
EI “6 because of there. being no distinctiveness in the 
SÉ Bä Content.” DO Ee ) 


ge now proceed to consider the special E of:such factors 
Jas have been ascertained, through Syutaction) Connection, to be Weeer 
Ki BEEN sacrifices. i 

- [We have the Injunction—‘yana karmanā îrtsët tatra Jayām jubuyat, 
| One should perform the Jaya sacrifice, if one desires prosperity from 
' the action that he is performing.’ And with regard to this, there arises: 
the question as to whether this Jayã is to be performed along with all sach 
actions—even those like agricultur al operations and, the like, or only with 
those that are laid down in the Véda—e.g: the Agnihotra, etc. |. 
` And though the opponent is fully cognisant of the fact of the Jaya 
` being connected with tho sacrificial fire (the Thavani ya), yet he thinks 
- that this fire is introduced into the Juya, simply with a view to the Homdas 
` that constitute the principal class of actions; and hence finding the 
~~ qualification of ‘that. whereby one desires prosperity’ applying also to 
-Büch actions of ordinary life, as Agriculture, Service and the like,—he 
` Ba forward the Kee Ve as the—- i = 


P ORVAPAKSI H A. 


EE 4 The Jaya ef other such-like sacrifices are ee to all actions ; 
DER and the sense of the Injunction comes. to be at Desiring prosperity by 
“means of service, eto. one should perform the Jaya and other sacrifices in 
““the-Ahavaniya Fire.’ . Nor could it. be argued that Service, ete. do. not 
Se ‘require this sacrificial Fire; because the purpose served br the mention 
Sof this. Fire would be to. preolnde the possibility of the performance. of 
BS the. :Jayā by those that.. have not laid bhe Fire; while as for those who 
Se have done it, they should perform. the Jaya, even when ‘going to Ree 
a form ordinary actions in accordance with their. respective caates., 
cog oC big interpretation ‘has. the advantage of being i in keeping: with’ the i 
> indidation of the fact of the’ ‘sentence in. question. occurring apart from. 
the Context-of any particular notion ;. as such acbions, ‘not being directly 
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“ ‘ connected ‘with any: "action as their’ primary, would nót necessarily be | 
KR subservient to any such. Primary. Nor would they: abandon the: modi- + ; 
“fications. for fear: of there. being. needless repetition. Specially in the 
case of Agriculture, eto. ‘there being. ng fear. of | any. been Des 
SCH * would ‘be no eens of the modifications.” i 


- SIDDHANTA. 


5 Siitra en. “Being H omas, they would be ‘pestricted : in’ 
. their ` performance; because. of the connection of. 
-the Ahavaniya Fire >: sy 


Those- Homas—the; Jaya and the e Ge bò Sr in ‘their 
“perfor mance; that is to say, they would be performed only in connection 
with Vedic actions, ‘Because: there is always a certain co-existence. 
“desirable for the’ Subsidiary and the Primary ; and as a matter of 
“fact, we find that there could be uo such co-existence between the Jaya 
and the Agricultural operations, ete, As.the tilling (which is a part of 
- these operations) would be done in the ground, and service at the king's 
palace; while as for the Jayä sacrifice, inasmuch as it is a Homa, and has 
“no distinct substrate laid down for itself, it would always be done in the 
Ahuoaniya Fire: And thus, if this latter were subsidiary to the former, 
‘then, there would be a difference in the positions of the two (the Sub- 
- sidiary and the Primary) which cannot be allowable, without an express 
. uuthoritative sanction to that effect, and would EE a E in 
. the sacrifice itself, : a 
This discrepancy would be all the | more unallowable, because there . 
are cages where these sacrifices could be performed without such a discrep- 
ancy; and. consequently . tliere is no Apparent Inconsistency which could. 
Justify the unwarrantable difference of position referred to. And wë, 
' know that when an action is performed. in a way not sanctioned by the 
| Seriptures, it does not bring about its proper results. Hence in order to 
` make the sacrifice complete in all its details, the Jaya. should not be: pers” 
` formed i in connection with actions other than. the Vedic,-—just i in the same” 
war as it cannot. be performed by pérsons who have not laid the fire, or be 
` those who are not. learned i in the SE or by such: SE e -dog Ka 
S beer to the human species, 
S Objection: “The. Thavaniya Fire might ie Seet over to the Si. 
2 w vaid the Jaya. Homa might be performed there, (and thus there would be 
ay “the desired co-existence» of this Late Homa. with. the. Primary: 
is Agticultaral Operations); Dee Fie 7 | 

~ Reply. yz. Even: (hen. Ge? Hong aa not bsi in ‘the: fame ale a e 
oer “(made dosing: the. tilling’ and ther agricultural operations): An. 
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“even Oé we were to carry the. ‘Fire to: ‘the field ‘all that we would: have 
Cent be: a certain degree of proximity between the two, and there would 
WEI be ang identity. of their positions; specially as it is not possible for the. 
` Fire to. be taken. to- every furrow, and the Homa performed there. In fact, 
even: if this were possible, it would not constitute an EE of ponton 
` between the Homa and the Ploughing, ete.: 

) : The expression - “homastu’ (in the Sutra) contains a reason,—the 
age being, ‘because they are e Homas, they would be Gelee in ee 
rien 


Ka 


sūtra. en: ‘They are subsidia vy (to Vedic Sacrifices), 

Ee because of the Name. 

P, For the following. reason also, the Jaya, ete. are subsidiary to Vedic 
— sacrifices: Because thus would they be in keeping with the indications 
of the Name (‘ Adivaryava’ which is applied to the Chapter in which the 
Jaya is mentioned). As n matter of fact, we find that we have the 
Adhvaryu priest in the Darga-Pirnamdsa ; and hence it is only when the 
. Jaya, etc. are performed as subsidiary to this Darga-Pirnamasa that they 
“could have the Adhvaryu for their performer. In the Agricultural 

p Operations, however, there are no priests ; - and then too, in connection 
- with the Jaya, etc., we have no separate injunctions regarding the appoint- 
nae of the sacrificial priests (apart from those of the Darga-Parnamdsa) ; 
SS consequently, if the Jaya, etc. belonged to the Agricultural Operations, cte., 

-they would be wholly independent of the Darga-Parnamiasa ; and as such, 
`. they could not take up any. details (in the shape of the Priests, etc.), out of 
` those belonging to the other sacrifice (such as the Darca-Pirnamasa).. 
And if an Adhvaryu priest were appointed independently, for performing 

` Oe Zeng, then, in that case, this latter would not be performed by the 

© game person as the Agricultural. Operations; as these latter are not per. 
`. formed by the Adhvaryu priest, ‘Thus then, we find that on account of the 

‘heme: “ Adhwaryava,’ and also of the fact of such subsequent sentences 
"— Joen? ing in connection with the Injunction of thé Juyd sacrifice), as ‘it 

y hond be done by (be Adhiaryu, we must have the Jaya performed by the 

"—ddbgérger priest; which would be possible. only if it were performed as 

“eubsidiary. to such. Vedic actions as the Darca-Parnamdasa and the like. 


ADBIKARANA | (10). 


[The Ishi should be Get on ‘the sceptance of the Horse. giit i in. 
Es | connection with Vedic. Sacr (Bees), , 


Sūtra (28) : ZS The Ishti should be performed on thè | 
acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift; as it is. 
- “this acceptance that would be sinful; while there | 
would be no sinfulness attaching to that of the 

` Fedie Horse-gift, which is enjoined in the Scriptures.” 


Ta connection with the discussion as to the relationship of the 
Primaries: among the ordinary everyday actions, and those among the 
Vedic actions,--we proceed to consider the case of those actions, with - 
regard to which it is doubtful whether their prompting cause consists of 
some action of everyday life, or one of those laid down in the Veda. 
~ [in course of the Injuyction of the Agvapratigrahésti, we have the 
7 following passnge,—~‘ Varuno vā stam grhnūti go eran, pratiyrhnāti; yfivato’ E 
goën pratigrhniyat tdvate Varunin catushkup@!an nirvapét.’| Hence we” 
“find that the acceptance of the Horse-gift ia the prompting cause of the 
 Ishti in questiou,—as is shown by the word ‘ydvatuk. But there arises A 
“question, as to whether the performance. of the Ishti is prompted, (1) by 
“the acceptance of any horse-gift, (2) or by that of horse-gift, received 
ju ordinary life, (3) or by that of the horse- SH received during a Vedic 
‘sacrifice, | 
-o Question: " What. de you mean by the ee of the ordinary 
u Horse-gift, and the ‘ acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift’? The sense of 
“this question is ‘that the acceptance of the Horse-gift in ordinary life is - 
_“* distinctly prohibited ; ; wad in regard to the Vedie Horse-gift also, we do. 
*  not-find any such Injunction as that ‘it should be ‘accepted a ave conse: Ge 
e “quently there is no ‘acceptance of Horse-gift,’ in either case,’ 7 i 
` ` In answer to this, the: Siddhanti simply | shows the forms of wäh: a. 
“coptanioes (af. the Horse-gift) ‘independently of Injunctions: and: Prohibi- i 
“tions; when the Horse-gift is made apart from any sacrifices, and. accepted . 
` simply-as desirable: by the recipient,—this. acceptance ig: ‘what is. called. 
“the “ ordinary acceptance of the: ‘Horse-gift’; d while: when the gift i is; made : 
<in. connection Slee a narile, 3 its: acceptance i is’ called, that, of the Vedio. 
Ss mere att b og TEN Ee at . 


“In rei to. the. Point ati ieie in. ‘the SE dditharand: Y the eet, 


Wer PeRPouMéo Lem Vogt get, mi 


"Mer ‘being that the acceptance of any. sort of Horse-sacrifice is the 
prompting cause of the bin, because of the Injunction of this sacrifice 
Snot. specifying any par ticular Horse-vift, and also because of the im- í 
i of any qualifications for the subject of a proposition,—we have, 
' as against this, the _Parvapaksha that —“ it is the acceptance of the ordi- 
` ay “Horse-gift that is the prompting cause of the bb" 
oe Phe: Bhash ya however has taken no notice of the theory that ' the e: 
coptanoe of an y Horse-gift i is the prompting cause of the Ishi’; and with 
“a view to justify. the use of the word ‘ta’ (in the Sätra), it, takes the 
pit a ÀS brought forward (by the opponént) against a previous statement 
i at the Giddhanta, in the following words: Inasmuch as the Ishfi also is 
‘a Vedic action, and as it would not be desirable to assume a distinct 
-_-yesult for it, we must admit that it is the acceptance of the Vedic Horse- 
"ep that is the prompting canse of the Ishti, Because when tho enjoined 
consequential action (the Jsht:) is a Vedic one, it indicates its prompting 
‘cause also to consist of a Vedic action; and as all requirements would be 
` falfilled by this latter action, there would be no need. of the Ishii being’ 
_ connected with any action of tho ordinary world. Specially as any such 
connection would necessitate the assumption of a distinct result; while in 
‘the case of the Vedic Horse-gift, it would be an easy matter to assume- 
je, fact of its Ee? in the sacrifice in connection with which it is. 
made.. — 7 
And against this representation of the Siddhanta, we have ES 
allowing 


PURVAPAKSHA, © 


` The Ishti would be performed at the acceptance of the ee 
na Horse- -gift. Because the acceptance that is declared to be the cause oi 
Be Ishti is that avhich is“sinful; and as a matter of fact we find that 
“sinfulness attaches only to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift; in 
“the ease of the Vedic Horse- gift, on the other hand, we do not recognise ` 
“any sinfulness, as it is laid E in Ge Veda (and as such, cannot be - 

ce "de, a i 
A Thati Ze y to say, the Stee Varuno ed eam. Gr hindi yo’pvam 
Zëtteg? diatinetly shows that the prompting cause of the Ishfi is that. 
ege of the Dose gt whioh ts sinful; and it is this sinfulness that. 
‘tis. refer ved. to in the sentence: It this sinfuilness were enjoined in this 
ies then, perhaps, it could, op the strength of this. sentence, be: 
- ‘taken as applying to the acceptance of the Vedic: Horse-gift. also. Asit 
nt Die, however, it is not enjoined, ag no results of ‘actions (and sinfulness is 
“each. a -resnlt}: can form the: object of Injunction. Nor does the son. 
"enee ‘contain the Injunctiog:.of'an action; as ag action that would be ` 
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"o enjoined could never ‘result: in anything . sinful. Nor does the. sentence 
ot prohibit | the acceptance of the Horse-gift; as we do not find any mention d 
“in it of that acceptance ` and also because it serves. the only purpose. of 
St pointing out the prompting cause of the Ishii. Thus then, inasminch as 
“there isan absolute relationship. been: Sinfulness and Prohibition, the 
nr ginfulness must be admitted only where there is. Prohibition. Theu as.. 
"na matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition that we have i ig of the- 
` m acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gitt, ~e.g. in the sentences ‘no horses 
“are to be given,’ ‘no such animals are ‘to be received i in gift AR have en ` 
. “rows of teeth,’ S E | 
Sé Objection : ‘The Prohibition in these sentences ig found to fig 
“applying in common to both kinds of Horse- gift, —the ordinary as well | 
“as the Vedic.’ : i. 
` + “Reply: True, it penne’ to be 80 ; and it is for this very fondo | 
“that we take it as pertaining to. the ee Horse-gift; because the . 
`“ Vedic one forms the subject of another distinct In junction ; ; and as such 
Wit could not form the subject of a Prohibition. | , 
© "` And for this reason, inasmuch as the Jshtd is mentioned along with — 
“the said sinfulness, the former would be taken as pertaining to tho. 
“acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gitt. . 
ec, Seas Objection : *On account of the presence of the prompting cause, 
“the acceptance of the Horse-gift would form. the subject of the Proposition ; 
“and as such could not be qualified by sinfulness ; and if the mention of 
oa sinfulness were taken as a mere eulogy of the Ishti that is laid down, 
- “then the acceptance of geen the Vedic Puree: gift would become the 
oe prompting cause of that Ishfi.' | 
“Reply: In the sentence in question, the sinfulness is not taken as the 
aN qualification ; but from the very nature of the Ishti which is performed 
“for. the removal of the evil effects of sinfulness, we'infer the fact of ite 
|“ being subsidiary to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift, ` 
That is to say, we do not take the sentence to mean—‘ that’ acoept- 
dance of the Horse-gift which is. sinful’ ; all that we mean is that: when 
"ee look for the prompting cause of tho Ishii, the sentence. puts ‘forward 
ae the mero. fact of the acceptance of the. Horse- gift: in general: (without any. 
a specifications), That is to say, when we come. to: look for the purpose 
“of the Bhavana of the particular. än, we Bud that there is neither 
ue proximity nor any need for ‘such purposes.as the Heaven, nor: any’. other 
ut gids to the: ‘Action, —and that: the aforesaid sinfulness i is in closé proximity, 
“being ‘spoken. of in ‘the same sentence (as, the: Ashes. in question); ‘but 
e the. sinfulness. by itself would. be of np use. in. the. Action, : and. CH 
i “such, ‘is incapable of: beige. ‘accepted: by itself oa. Ehe ‘result. ‘aimed: 
Sg ab. br the’ John sn hence; for: (GI? sake: of being compatible- with the 
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saad Tajunction, it stands in need of the mention of its ‘ removal,’ which 
"o would be useful for thé man; and it is thus that the sinfulness comes to 
"be connected with the Action (Ishti), as something to be removed by it. 
‘And’ as the needs of the action would be supplied by this one. purpose - 
“(the removal of sinfulnes), we cannot rightly assume any other purpose ` 
for it. Thus then we come to the conclusion that the Isht is to be per, 
` “formed where the result songht after is the removal of sinfulness, and ` 
“then we could have a Removal only in a placo where the sinfuluess. 
~ “would be present; and the stnfulness too would be in accordance with ` 
-the Prohibition; and as a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition 
- pertains. distinctly to the Acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift; and - 
at hence even without any qualification, from the very exigencies of the 
cise, it must be admitted that it is the aeceptance of the Ordinary Horse- 
K gift that is the prompting cause of the Ishti, This is what is meant be 
“the declaration (in the Bhashya) that—The action consists of the f recing 
“ from the Varuna-iliness ; and this is possible only in the case of (he ac- 
“‘ceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift. so bs 
` | “While pointing out the sinfulness, the Bhishya says as follows: 
“Sinfulness proceeds from the acceptance of the Horse-gift from the Cidra or — 
_“ from some other sinful person. (Question) The acceptance of the gift from ` 
“such sinful persons even in the course of Vedic sacrifices would be equally 
“sinful? (Answer) Such would have been the case if the Ishti were performed ` 
“by the Receiver of the gift; as it is, it is performét by the Giver, | Sc 
"`" Against this last answer, the following objection has been raised :— — 
“<This last answer would apply equally to the case of the ordinary 
—"* Horse-gift; as even in this case, the Giver, the Cadra f.i., would not be 
<“ f incurring any sin (by the giving of the Horse) ; theu, as for the sin | 
‘attaching to the Receiver, that would be exactly the same in both ` 
"enges, ` p | dë $ E 
|. “That is to say, if on the ground of the Ishti being performed by 
‘the. Giver, the prompting cause of that Ishti were said to be free from 
WI) sinfalness attaching to it,—even though there would be a distinct 
‘aid “attaching to the Receiver, due to. his having received the gift from ` 
"improper sources, or in return for having officiated at the sacrifice of 
‘Some person not entitled to its performance,—then, even in the case of S 
"e ordinary Horse-gift, even though there might be a distinct.sin : 
“t attaching to the Receiver of it from such improper sources as the Cadra._ 
“and: the like, that would not bring any sin to the door of the Giver; — 
"and" go in this cage also the prompting eause of the Ishti would be ` 
““Swithout any sinfulness attaching. to it. If, on the other hand, it be "— 
“held that it is the action of the Receiver that is. the prompting cause i 
Ze Jahti, and that his action is certainly sinfall—then the same could 
E a ee 
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ee be said of the Vedic Horse-gift also.. Then if it be assumed that, in the 
wx ease of the Vedic Horse-gift it is to be performed by tho Giver, while in 
“tthat of the ordinary Horse-gift, by the Receiver „it will be ert! 
“to show particular reasons for this distinction. 
ni Then again, the. sinfulness that we are cognisant of in vine case Im 

it question distinctly appears to be that which follows from the acceptance 
ur of the Horse.gift; specially as the sinfulness that would be due to the 
“unclean . character of the Giver, would apply equally to all Gifts; and 
“cin that case, any specification of the gift as that of the Horse would be 
“meaningless. That is to say, if the mere Receiver of gifts from unclean 
ur sources were meant, he could not be specified as one who receives the gift of 
“ta horse; because the unclean character of the source of the gift would 
“apply equally to all gifts:(and not to that of the Horse only). : 

“Thus then, inasmuch‘as we find the Bhashya, in the first instance, 
“sneaking of the action of tle Receiver, and then latterly, of that of the 
“t Giver,—the whole thing would be unconnected (and irrelevant). 

“Some people offer the following explanation (on behalf of the’ 
‘Bhashya): Irrespective of the Siddhanta of the next Adhikarana, what 
“the Bhashya has here brought forward is. the theory that the Ishți is to 
" be performed by the Receiver of the gift; as in ordinary life it is the 
“acceptance of the Horse-gift that is prohibited, by such sentences as one»: 
“should not accept the gift of such animals as have two rows,of teeth’; 
“and under the circumstances, the receiving of such a gift from the Cüdra 
“is all the more reprehensible. On the other hand, in connection with 
“ sacrifices, the receiving of such a gift is quite allowable for the Priests 
“(in view of such Vedic sentences as lay down the Horse as the sacri- 
“ficial gift), It might be argued that what such sentences lay down is 
“only the giving of the horse, not its acceptance. But this would be most 
“improper ` as the Injunction of the gift implies that of acceptance also; 
“inasmuch as the ‘gift’ is not complete until the ownership of the 
“ recipient has been fully established by his acceptance of the gift, And 
a then again, in the case of all actions, the Injunction is accepted as. rest. 
“ing in the completion of the action enjoined ; and hence. the Injunction. 
+t should - give the horse’ must be accepted as signifying the renunciation 
“of one’s owner ship in the thing « givens and the bringing about of the owner- 
“ihip of another person ; and thus we find: that the very Injunction of the 
te Gift. involves that of the. Acceptance also. -Aud further; when we find 
“that. the Acceptance’ is made in the. course of the Action, and is accom: - 
- panied by Mantras and other restrictions, how can we believe that it is’ 
“not. pointed. ont by, the Injunction? ` If the ‘Acceptance itself were not 
“enjoined, ‘then: why ahoald + we have. the details of its procedure. (in. the. 
: “shape of the _repstition. of certain. ‘Mantras, ato;} “distinctly: laid: down in- 


an 
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i “the Veda’ ? Or, why should the Aela E? any E details hae aveatad : 


É “any discrepancy in the action of Acceptance itself ? 


* “ But the explanation that we have to offer is as follows: The sen- - 


ot tence—‘one should give gifts to the Priests "—lays down the giving; - 
“while as for the acceptance, as its possibility is. already established by 


«the covetousness of the Priest, aud by the fact of its forming a part of | 
“his livelihood,—that ig not form the object of Injunction. The ex- ` 
d pression ‘should give’ does not moan ‘should accept.’ Tt might net 
S been taken as necessarily implied by it, if the Injunction. of ‘giving’ 


were absolutely impossible without that of the ‘ Acceptance.’ As n 


“matter of fact, however, we find that the needs of the Injunction of ` 
nr giving’ are fulfilled even by such acceptance as would be dictated by. 


; “the inherent covetousness of the Priests; and consequently, the former - 


“Injunction itself could not uecessarily imply that of the latter; specially 


` “as even hundreds of Injunctions could not urge the Man to activity, in - 


“the way that his covetousness would, Then again, even if the Injune- 


c “tion pertained to the actual completion of the action enjoined (that of ` 


w 


WIR 


giving’ f.i.), yet the creation of the ownership of another person. (which 


“ig said to be the completion of the action of yiving) would be the func- 


“tion of the giver. We find that in such cases, there are two distinct 


ys functions, —one, that of the Receiver, consisting of the acceptance; and, ` 
Ee another, that of the Giver, consisting of the making over of the yift to the 


“person, and enabling him to accept it. And as a matter of fact, we find 


d that it is this latter that is enjoined, and not the former. Hence, just 
“as in the case of the Injunction of the Purchasing of Sona, we find 
“that its selling (by the vendor), being possible by the mere covetousness 


"of this latter (for the object he would receive in exchange), does not form 


-. “the object of the Injunction, nor does it form a part of the sacrifice (for 


“which the Soma is purchased),—so, in the same manner, in the case in 


“question also, the Acceptance would neither be enjoined, nor form part of 


x the Action (of giving). Then, as for the Injunction of the procedure to | 


i “be. -adopted i in the acceptance of a gift,—that could be taken as being in 
ek reference to such acceptance as is ¿implied (and not directly enjained),— 


` i the. sense of the In junction of the Procedure being -—~‘ when one accepts d 


ee ‘gift. as a means of livelihood, he should do it in such and such a manner.’ | 


| “Objection: If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Acceptance. 


Se 1 would only be for the sake of a certain end desirable by Man, SE Mantra, . 
a “etc.also in connection therewith would come to be the same.’ — 


SS Reply : That. would: not matter much; because. the idea that we 


E obtain from the Context is that ‘the gift that helps in the completion’ 
a of. the sacrifice is such as ends iu its acceptayca in such and such a 
e ‘manner, And thus, even. though the Procedure’ be connected with | the: 
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"ui Acceptance, it would really belong fo the. giving itself; and hence it is 
“this giving that should be taken as the object of Injunction. . Bach 

Kb being the case, though: the Acceptance is not enjoined, yet, as regards 

“the gifts of the Com, elc., we have no prohibition of their acceptunce , 

“and hence there would be no sin attaching to the acceptance of such gifts, 
` e regards the acceptance.of the gifé of the Horse however, inasmuch as. 
“we have a distinct prohibition of it; if one should be found willing to 
“ disobe or the Prohibition and accept the gift of the horse,—him alone 

“should the sacrificer appoint as the Priest (to officiate at the sacrifice) i in 

“which the sacrificial gift consists of the Horse. Just as iu the case of a 

t Brähmana-killer performing the Aşramëdha sacritice,—in accordance 

“with the Injunction ‘ Brahmaha’gvamédhéna yazétu,’—this Injunction 

Bee certainly pertain to such a Priest as would be willing, and covet- 
‘ous enough, to officiate at the sacrifice of one who has ‘fallen’ (deep in 
SE? Eer But it cannot be belicved that such oficeutin) is enjoined by the 

“ Apparent Inconsistency of the former Injunction. (of the Agvamédha).: 
“In the same manner, in the case in question also, we cannot admit of 
“there being any I njunction for the acceptance of the Horse-gift. Tims 
“then, inasmuch as the sinfuluess attaching to the acceptance would be 
“present as much in case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as in that of the 
“t Fedic one, the sinfulness could not be taken as SCT the occasion, 
“u for the performance of the Ishti. , 
=. ` “ There is yet another explanation of the Bhashya passage in N 
“it is as follows: In the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, the Ishti would 
“ be performed by the Receiver; while i in that of the Vedic one, it would 
“be. performed by the Giver; as in this latter, it forms part- of the 
“ sacrifice that is being performed by the latter; but as for the acceptance, 
S it is sinful in both cases ; as in the former, it is actually prohibited, and 
“in the latter also it is not distinctly allowed (or. enjoined), But as for 
“ the giving, ib is actually enjoined in the case of tho latter.. And thus 
“ the explanation given in the Bha shya i is the only. one that i is admissible. - 

. “Or again, it may be that- in: both. cases, the Ishti is performed br 
“the Giver.. Then as for the giving, we find that this, in ordinary life, 
<“ is distinctly. prohibited, as will be: shown under the Dakshinadhikarana;. 
“where we find the declaration— Horses would have been very useful, if 
4S their giving ‘and acceptance. were not both prohibited ' d > and in connection 
» with the Vegvagit sacrifice,, when one is said to. give away all his proper ty, : 
ae the Horse is not given; simply because its “giving is prohibited: “In the 
aise: of the’ Paundar ike sacrifice however, we find: it distinctly laid: down i 
e that: the- sacrificial gift. should: consist. of ` a thousand horses, and ‘in 
| “ gonnection with the -Foytishtoma. also, ‘the giving. of one horse: is: aid 
S ‘e ‘down Ei KE a "and: hence. CX regard these two par ticular’, GR 
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& “ihe ‘general Prohibition i is set aside by these particular Inj junctions; and 
“hence such gwing is not considered sinful. And hence we conclude that 
a the. Ishii has to be performed only by one who, in ordinary life, makes a gift 
"un of the horse, i in the way of a friendly present and the like; and also by . 
Ei one who sells the horse ; as in the case of selling also, we have the ele- 
“tment of renouncing one's own ow nership and creating that of another; and 
mag die it fulfills all the conditions of the denotation of the Verb ‘to 
‘give. Nor do we accept that alone as ‘gift’ which is given for the sake 
of an imperceptible result; because it is after the character of the ‘gift’ 
"has been established, that we come to ascertain whether it leads to a 
ace perceptible or an imper ceptible result, Though the gift that brings abont 
KI perceptible result (in the shape of the money that he receives for the 
4 -° thing sold) is spoken of by means of the word ‘selling’ (and not ‘ gift’), 
'u yet there would be nothing incongraous in the two words (€ selling’ and 
dy gift’), of which the former is only a particular form of the latter, 
“applying to the same action (of ‘ selling’). In ordinary ex perience also, 
"ee find that when a man has sold paddy, he says, ‘I have given away the 
‘paddy,’ and he who has bought it, says, ‘I have taken the paddy’; and 
“hence the selling also is a gift; and as such the selling also of the hor se 
o would constitute the prompting cause of the Ishjz. 

“Objection: ‘Inasmuch as we find the horse mentioned among the: 
ff that should be given as sacrificial gifts, such for instance as 
“Cloth, Horse, Land, ete., ete. y we cannot believe the giving of the Horse 
“to be sinful.’ 

“Reply: The giving of the Horse would not be sinful, in a case 
“where it is laid down as the object to be given. In the sentence that 
“you speak of, we have only an enumeration of the things to be given, 
“and not an actual Injunction of the giving away of those things. Thus 
Keres inasmuch ag the enumeration stands in need of the Injunction of 
“ giving away, we must conclude that the said declaration of the Horse as 
“an object of gift pertains to that action in connection with which. the 
K Horse is specially enjoined as to be given away, while for the Cow and 
Pa ‘other things, that are: not: prohibited even in a general way, they might 
`s "be admitted eg gifts even in those cases where what is laid down is the 
more t wing’ in general. 
civet Bop these. reasons, We inlade that it is. the vente of the 
Dréien Horeergitt Det? is the EE cause of the nie 


` giDDHANTA. 


‘Stra (29): E Ve an. ‘Arthavada; SE we dé not 
actually find (the .Varwna-illness) following (from the. 
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KR acceptance of the Horse-gift); consequently, the Ishti 
should be taken as to be performed | n connection ` 
with a sacrifice, — : 


If the Ishti in question were meant Ge serve the pur pose of removing 
the evil effects of an action, then, it might be taken. as pertaining ta the 
acceptance | of the ordinary Horse-gift.. As a matter of fact, however, it 
is not meant to serve that purpose. Because it is only when a certain 
evil effect has been cognised by some other means that a certain action 
oan be held to be meant for the purpose of removing that effect; in (he 
case in question, however, we find that the ovil effect that is here posen S 
of does not exist. 7 


That is to say, when we find an evil offeot mentioned in the DEE 
laying down a certain Action, we recognise that evil effect to be some- - 
thing to be removed; in the case in question, however, we find that the . 
evil effect that is mentioned is not. cognised, by any means of knowledge, 
as existing in the case of the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift,—even 
though it is found to be prohibited; as we find that ‘an attack of Dropsy’ 
is the evil effect mentioned in connection with the action, by the word 

" Varuna’; bút in none of the works on Medicine do we find the acceptance 
of the ordinary Horse-gift as the cause of that illness; nor do we find this, 
to be its cause, either by Sense-perception or by Inference, or by any other "? 
means of knowledge ` nor is it spoken of in the sentence—‘ One should not ` 
give the horse,’ and ‘Ona should not accept the gift of the animal that 
has two rows of teeth’; because the sentence says nothing as to the fact 
of the acceptance of ‘hie: gift being the cause of ‘an attack of Dropsy’; 
specially as all that the sentence (enjoining the Fsh¢i) does is to lay down 
an action for the removal of that evil effect, which is merely referred to as 
already éxisting. As for the evil effect —in the shape of ‘fall into hell’ 
—that is assumed on the str eugth of the said Prohibition; it is not ` 
what is spoken of in the sentence i in question; because the sentence, which - 
is in the form—Varupd vā stam grhinate’ —can néver expres | the “fall 
into hell, S e? e | ee 


If all evil affects be. RRE of as GE ‘thie EE « govers’: N 
D ornott? ); and hence an attack of this were spoken of as the effect (of ` 
the acceptance of the Horse-gift),—~then, i in that case, we. would be aban- 

doning the well-known | fact of the expression ‘Varuna-grhita’. meaning. ` 
‘an attack of Dropsy.” - And further, if we accepted the aforesaid etymo- : 
logical signification: of the: word,- ‘ Varuna, inasmuch as in the case of 
the Vedic Horse-gift also, we. find a certain pain consequent. upon: the. 
giving away, as i also i iq the. receiving, . whieh entails. the’ trouble. of: keeping 
and. feeding the: horse; there would. be? Dn ‘attack of Var una- (pòit) y: CC 


Ga PERFORMED APTER HORSE- oer, = > ee < 1399 


-hence the mere presence of the ey i effect’ ould’ not justify our taking: 
the Ishti as pertaining to the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as also to that: 
of ihe Vedic one. The Bhashya brings forward the pain entailed in the- 
` keeping and feeding of the animal, though. belonging to the Receiver, —. 
because it has not yet been proved that his action is not the cause for ee 
Tehtt (bee ause the fact of the Ishti being performed by the giver will be 
‘proved i in the next Adhikarana). Or it may be taken as said with refer- 
-ence to the giver, who also, prior to his creating the ownership of another, 
has got to undergo all the ahs of keeping and feeding the animal, And 
farther, Dharma (Virtue) also is found to cover the man, while he exists 
in the metempsy chic current ; D the body that ‘covers’ the Person is not 
made of sin alone. 
: Consequently, whether we take the word ‘Var una in its etymo- 
“logi¢al sense, or in that which belongs to it as a complete whole,—in any 
case, the ‘ evel effect’ that it signifies cannot be cognised as belonging to the. 
SE of the Ordinary Horse-gift; and hence there being no ‘ eeneg 
ing’ of the principal effect, the sentence " ug eän pratigrhnal:, etc.’ must 
be taken as a mere Arthavdda, 
And what this Arthavada does is to eulogise, through metaphorical 
imposition, the event, described in the passage ‘ Prajdpatirvaruntya, ete., 
as holding good at the present time also,—the. purport of the eulogy being. 
this: (1) ‘Just as Prajapati was attacked by Varuna (Dropsy), so also 
-evon at the present time, the same evil effect comes about whenever thera 
is an acceptance of the Horse-gift; (2) just as for Prajdpati, the Varuni 
Ishti proved the means of freedom from that disease, so also, at the pre- 
‘sent time, is the same Isht? known to be a means of freedom from the 
same; (3) consequently, just as being attacked by Dropsy Prajapati 
performed the. Varuni. Ishtz for getting rid of that disease, so at the pre- 
sent time, one who happens to be attacked by the same disease should 
| perform the same Ishjs.’ 
And then, inasmuch as. we. find no result mentioned in the Seenen 
ect (as following from that Tshti), we could assume either Heaven (in 
the. case of the performance of Ishti, on the acceptance of the ordinary 
-Horsé-gift), or the aid accorded to a sacrifice (in the case of its perform- 
Ange op the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift), to be its result. But we. 
‘find. that it is very. much easier to assume its relationship with a sacrifice ` 
then: ‘that. with any: such thing as Heaven; as we find no.reason for the 
“proximity of this latter. (to: the: Ishii), while we find its proximity to the 
“Vedic Action. (of sacrifice) established by the fact of its having the 
common: character of being Vedic, as also by the Acceptance of the Horse-. 
Sift. Itis the acceptance | of the Vedic Horse- gift falling within the sacrifice, — 
that i is ‘recognised | to be the prompting’ cause of the. Psht. ‘and ga auch ib, 
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brings up the Primary sacrifice (of which it forms part), which it- included 
in the Procedure occupying the same place as the said Ishti; and thus 
thero being a. mutual want, this would- establish between these two (the: 
Ishté and the Horse-sacrifice) the relationship of the Primary and the 

Subsidiary, 0 s ee E a E e 
-For these reasons; it must be admitted that the Ishtt ts: to be por- 
formed. by one who has accepted the Horse-gift at a Vedic sacrifice. 


" ADBIKARAWA an. 
[The Varuni Dh is to be performed by the Giver of the Hor ei, ` 


sūtra (30): "Itis not taid down (for the Giver); eae 
“of the difference in the punctone ore the. Giver aoa 
the Receiver).” SS e 


Te regard to the Ishti dealt: with i in thi foregoing: Adhskavaga,* we now 
i: procsed: to consider the question as to whether itis to bo een by 
the. Receiver of the Horse-gift or by the Giver of it. : 
“Question: “ When we have the sentence—‘ yo ‘guampratigrhnati; ete. 
A “distinctly laying. it down for tite Beceiver, Wee should thero 
arise any such question P” £ 
`. Reply: Because the beginning of the passage is found to begin with 
ER ‘sentenco that. points to the Giver;—ie. the sentence Praa pal 
Me ünäya, etc.’ —as we shall show later on. 
` Question: .“ Well, in that. case, inasmuch as ‘the rest of the sentence 
A ú points to the € lijer, the question sought to be dealt with here will have 
“been fally settled by-the Law ennneiated: in the Sutra I—iv--29; and 
` there would. be no use of taking up the present Adhikarana at all.” 

. Reply: It is only a doubtful point that has been said i in that sitra, 
D to be settled by the rest of the sentence’. (Vakyagésha); but in the 
tasein question, wo find that when tho mattor is definitely settled by the 
‘object of the Injunction itself, —what. else is there that could be done by 
‘the rest of the sentence’? ` It is only when the. object. of the Injunction 
ia. doubtful that there can be nothing. incongr uous in- the doubt being 
settled. by reference to- the. ‘rest of the sentence,’ In a case, on the other 
‘hand, where the object: of the Inj unction is definitely known, the superior 
‘guthority: of the Injunction: would justify v us in i rejecting. the indications of 
De ‘Rest. of the Sentence.’ S d 

“Thus: then, in ‘the case in question; wo find that ie E Proja- 
polir Varunaya, DEA ‘describes Prajapati : as the: Giver, and. Varuna as the 
Receiver of the. gift; then again, the sentence ‘sa sën Dévatam unayat’ 
to: Prajapati, by: meang ‘Of. the word sd; ‘inasmuch a as this word. has 
tlie deine case-ending : (the: Nominative). ad ‘ Prajäpatih’ in the previous 
seiitence,, and. as such: the’ two: we coextensive; and: Prajapati’s ‘ own 
Deity’ D Boa Dorat 9 would: ‘be: Varuna; r becanse. itis he that has been 
P ës mentioned i GC | the, e Beste of the: offering i k and 1 Prajapati 8 


1402. tawhia VARTIKA “ApH (fer pa w apm C11). 


~own self. could nét be "bin own Deity,’ bepanes, if. the same thing had: the 
: mutually, contradictory characters of the Nominative and Recipient; one 
of these two will have to be taken as figurative.” -Nor can Varuna be taken” 
og the Giver to Praj Apati ; R because that would. involve a. reversing: of tha 
ona, endings (i.e, the- Nominative mm ` Prajapatih ` ‘and the. Dative. Im 
` “Varunðya would have to change places). -Consequently the sentence must 
=" be taken to mean that—‘ Prajapati, having given the horse, got to Varunu; 
-: ‘and thereby he burst ie. the skin of his stomach burst owing to Dropsy : 
~i "and Oedema— He saw the Catushkapala. sacrifice, and performed it '—the’ 
A he ‘referring to Prajapati, it is he that. is spoken of a thé Person’ 
` " that performed the sacrifice; and not Varina, as he has been previously . 
`< sliown to be the Recipient of the offering; and certainly it is not possible S 
`. for Varnna to offer the sacrifice to hintself 3 because thie offering that would 
be made toone’s self, would not be ‘given.’ And thus we find that the 
`. ‘sense of the whole passage. comes to be this— Prajapati, having given the 
SE horse to Varupa, and thereby being attacked with Dropsy, got “rid of that ` 
- disease by performing the Varuni Ishłi; consequently if one should happen ` 
to make the gift of a horse, he should perform the same Ishtt,’ —which shows: ` 
` that the Ishti has to be performed by the Giver. Then again, inasmuch | 
"as the accessories of a sacrifice are its subsidiaries, it is necessary that they 
`., should have the same performer as the Primary sacrifice; and in the case 
` in question it is the Performer of the Wee? sacrifice that is ki owner 
: and the Giver of the Horse. 
5 Notwithatanding all this, however, bausen as we find the Ge of 
` the Injunction ( HGH pratign hniydt, etc.’) and the Arthavada (° Prajapatth, — 
` ett. ”) having contrary. significations,—there should be no doubt as to: which 
— of these should be accepted (as-it is well known that the Injunetion is more - 
d authoritative than the Ar thavāda); and as such the law of the Sūtra: I—: 
` iv--29; and thns it would be necessary to accept the signification: of one ~ 
. of these two and reject that. of the other, And to this effect, it would be. ` 
'. necessary to consider the whole of the passage in question, from beginning Ss 
to end (and reconcile the indications of its frst: portion with ‘those of the ` 
g last); ; and as. this could not be done easily, i it id‘absol ately, necessaty | that Se 
Ge we 2 should devote & distinct: Adhikarana to this question. - : 
» And c on n this question we have the: following. NM 


` PORVAPAKSHA, 


d z > “i nadmuch Di the: Ariane “depends: for its’ functioning upon ¢ “the : S 
S dea of the dee iti EI subservient t to: Ki ten and. without SÉ 
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KR GR “ enlogy™ of: -that which Ze enjoined, and . not the Injunction of. 
i that. which is eulogised, because of the: needs of the eulogy being 
ath ‘ supplied: by the Injunction,—it must be admitted that, in accordance 
~ @with the law of the Sara ‘argagunavirodhé ca tddarthy yat® (XIL—ii— 
` a CA ‘it is the Arthavada that should be rejected as inadmissible. Spe- 
ae ‘elally. as Arthavadus are always found to pertain to objects that have been 
sole subject. to other means-of knowledge; and-hence it is only proper that 


A$ hese: should: be taken in. their secondary (indir ect) significations, and . 


“not that which forms the object of a Direct Injunction, Because such 
Fojunctions have for their object something that has not been subject. 
“to any other means of knowledge; and as such an assumption, in tho ` 
case of these, of any. signification other than the direct one.would be 


wholly anwarrantable. For instance, we have already shown before that: 
ir “it is Arthaviidas—like ‘urgudambarak, ‘adityo yapah, etc.—that are- 


“ taken i in their indirect figur ative sense, and not any of the Injunctions ; 3 


` nand for this there could be no other reason. a what we have just 
Séi pointed out. | 


e, ‘Consequently, even thongh the first portion of the EE 


"in am Arthavdda—is a distinct eulogy of the action of the Giver, yet it 


oa should be taken as inditectly (figur atively) applying to its correlative,. 
=“ the action of the Receiver ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ &po vat 


i “pantal’ (vide supra). 


`: -u Thus then, on nodi of the two Bette of Giving 1 and. Seet 


“being wholly distinct and different, this action (/sh{i), that we find — 


“mentioned in connection with the Receiver. we can never a ag laid 


R mn “down for the Giver. . 


“The word ‘ca’ in the sëtra should GG E AS used i in place of < tu,’ 


SH just as in the sentence ‘ Kiñcëha bhavatah, ete,’ 


` "Or, the sūtra mar be taken as—we do not ‘believe the yajamāna to : 


S ` e laid down as the Perfor mer of the bi, ) 
nin Op it may mean—the action of the 1 yajamāna v we cannot accept ze 


Sr a “tho 3 prompting o cause of È the desch Si 


rt 
fat a 


SID DHAN' TAL 


aes (at): gn. account of ‘mane it shoul d oe S 


"Zo Ae | performed by the. Person: Appointing. Ke 
Priests (for the sacrifice). ` e 


oy ‘The. wadd TN would. “be ‘performed: ty: the Bette Reg e by. me 


“yaya amana = tho word: being explained as ‘one who is. the lord or appointer: 
ie Jg Deck i prione: Hr the word, miy: be 2 taken Ve s applying d to geg 


SE E E 
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as shown under the sūtra ‘TH—yvii i--38; and hence the. offering’ made hy: 
‘the yajumana ‘also may. be. spoken ` ‘of asthe "Ze vija”. offering... Or 
the sūtra may be explained thus: There being | à. ‘doubt. ag to whether 
: tho Ishi would be done be the yajamnina or the: Rwik; we. should. “conelude® 
-it to belong to op, . with whom H EE be pointed out Tadioative 
sgl to be y connected. E : R 
We now proceed to chew how the fact. of ‘the prompting o canse of. SES 
. Tents consisting. of a certain fiuctioning of the yajamäna is pointed ont by : 
Indications, ` First ofall, we hold that there is one Indicative Force in.the: 
S Shape of tho capability of the Action itself; and the second is that belong: 
` ing to the. sentence, and cognisable by Joking closely into what Gs 
and follows it. d 
OU) It has been w pr atal in the: previous Adhikarana that the 
S ban i is to be performed. by: the Giver of the Horse, and when it is definitely. 
“ascertained that the Ishi. is a subsidiary of that. sacrifice. at which. Une ` 
Horse is given and accepted. as. the sacrificial gift, —then, in accordance. 
with the Law, that ‘ ‘the Primary ‘and its subsidiaries should allbo por- 
formed at the same place, and by the same person,’ it follows that the Ishti 
ia to be performed by the same person that performs the ‘said sacrifices; 
‘and the person that performs i is also the giver of the Horse-gift, in accord- S 
ance with tho sūtra TIT ~vili—1 ; and hence there can be no doubt: as to 
the fact that the Ishti -should ba performed by. the Giver of the horse- 
There is a peculiar potentiality i in the subsidiary, whereby it is only when. 
-4b is performed by the same person that performs its Primary sacrifice, 
“that it can help in the completion of this latter,—which it can never do, 
‘if performed by another person. ` And hence, in the Ishti, the duties that : 
belong 1 to the priests would. be performed by them, just ‘as in the case. of. 
the: Primary sacrifice ; ai while. SES gould. not. vee that i which bolons : 
Ki the yajamāna.: ` : S 
GI Reen though this i is a: ay elk established fact, SC Gaarf 
ag some people might. ‘have doubts ‘caused be certain misconceptions. 
-atising ‘out: of the: apparent ‘contradiction of Che first portion of the pas- 
-sage br the subsequent: portions, it: is: necessary: to" consider’ ‘the. ‘presont- 
: Adhikariina, for the setting aside of those’ doubts.: And as 9 "matter of fact, : 
We. find that the potengy: ‘of the: syntactical connection, ’ ‘from | beginning: CR 
‘end, is such.as distinctly points to the fact of the Ishti being performed. : 
by: the Giver. ‘Because the sentence does not extend only: so Zap os that’ 
One’ atiould perform’: CR mn. ‘catushkapala: sacrifices ap there maybe: 
hopsen" ‘that. he aecepta:’; "bot: "ia fonnd to begin: with’ ‘quite a different: 
:Sentence—! Prajapatiroar indyagvamvanayyat; etc; ` and it: has: -olready.. ‘been | 
“explained. thes this nae point Ho thote fact of the Sieg k belig portarai, 
by. the Giver. 2: P E a ae ape GE 
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‘Objection. att Iti is true. that: this. has been o explained ; but. it has nien 
pr bean: explained that the: indications of the first. portion of the passage. 
cede. 7 Pray apatir varunäyd; etc.) -are rejected by. the E ior RE 
“sof the Injunction. C ad opën pratigrhnati, eo" e S 
ae Pe Replys. It Io not so; becanse the indications of. the Ge are a , 
aide be the Injunction, only when this latter has fully obtainod its foot, 
igri in the case in question, however, the Injunction with vegud to tho 
“Receiver of the gift (for performing the Tshti) has not quite obtained its | 
footing, at the time that we come across the Arthavada, 

‘3. [f the Injunction in question had been fully established, as E 
No the. Receiver,—then there. wonld have been no need for the discussion 
“ab ‘all. As a matter of fact, however, we find that it has not been so | 
_pstablished. Because it is only iù a case where the Arthavada appears 

-niter the Injunction, that the latter is fully established independently by 
= itself: (before ° the Arthavada comes to view); whereas when it is the. 
An thaviida that appears before the Injunction, this latter is always based 
DÉI and conditioned by, the former. ` 
va) That is to say, even though the Arthavida i 18 Etgen to the Injune- 
igo: yet there is another peculiarity i in their mutual relationship, due to - 
the order of sequence in which they appear. Jn all cases, the idea that 
„48 the first to appear easily obtains a. footing, by reason of the socond - 
“idea, to the contrary not yet having appeared on the scene,—as in accord- 
“aneo with the sūtra XII—ii—23, and ag shown under the Çrutiling gadhi- 
: brong (I1I—iii—14) ; while that which appears subsequently, doos so in 
“connection with an object that is: already pervaded over by a former idea 
Lo the contrary; aud as such being opposed from the very beginning, by. 
“the former idea,.it.could not but appear, in a form in keeping with that 
"idea ; and as such its charac ter is likely to be reversed hefore it succeeds- 
ci in i'ohtaining a footing. 7 
S < Consequently, in the’ case in question, we. ee that ‘difference in 
"e bearings of the Injunction and the Arthavāda which is based upon: 
: their: intrinsic character,—in. view of the difference caused by the order 
OF sequence in which they are found to. appear; and then wè find 
-(@)that the first aud the last portions of the passage, pointing, as they do,- 
SH the. per formability of the: bitt ‘by the. Giver and the Receiver respective- 
Je, have: mutually contr adictory: indications ; (b) that under the circum- 
“pthnees: the two. cannot. be reconciled ; (ei that if each of them be taken. 
“dudependently of: the- other, it would be ‘likely to. become meaningless,” 
8 their. nivtudl proximity: would. not: allow them to “have. the support. 
os f-any other Ar thavdda and Inj iunction (respectively: j; their need for such: 
: Support. would: remain. “ungupplied:. -Conseqnently, in view. of the fact: 
Xeconciliation. between . ‘them. being ‘absolately. Hecessary,- ‘when we 
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$ come to take them as ‘pertaining: to. the ‘same subject, weirdo nöt Bud it 
: possible to completely abandon the notion of the Jä belonging td the: 
` Giver, which was the first to appear on the scene unopposed ` and hence: | 
- in view of the superior. claims of this notion, we cometo. take the subsequent. 
“notion of the connection of the Ishti with the Receiver, before. it has quite 
obtained its footing, as figuratively (indirectly) indicating its connection 
with the Giver, by reason of the Verb ‘ grhpiyat' (in the Tujanotion). | 
being taken as indicative: of the Causal Verb ‘grahayét’ (offers). : a 
And further; this: way of taking ‘tho: whole enables us ‘to keep: the. 
` form of the rest of the sentence intact (the only change necessary being 
that of the Verb ‘ grhnīyāt ' into ‘ grahayat, ")—while in the other case (if 
we were to modify the Arthavada in accordance with the Injunction), the 
: whole of the former would be found entirely incompatible (and hence calling. 
for modifications). That isto say, the Arthavada, as modified in accordance 
_ with the changes necessitated by the latter view, would come to have this: 
absurd form :—‘Prajâpati obtained the horse from Varuna, and then he 
got to his Deity from whom he had received the gift, ete., ete.: while in 
accordance with my view, the only change that is necessitated is that of 
the ordinary form ‘ grhnats’ into thé cansal form 'grāhayati, 

It has been argued above that the Injunction is possessed of aù 
authority superior to that of the Arthavada. We readily admit that thats 
which is an Injunction is. of superior authority; but in the case iu 
` question, we have no such. Injunction as that ‘the Ishi should be per- 
formed by the Receiver of the gift, 
In the case of all sentences, what is not E by the previous. 
“words, or is required by them, that alone is taken out. of the subsequent : 
- words; and nothing beyond that, even if some such be found to be actually 
signified by these latter. For instance, we shak show, in’ “Adhya aya X, 
that, in the case of the. sentence ‘suiradudavasayu,’. ’ the very presence d 
"Cher Ktva’ affix indicates. that, in the- action following the said Udavasina | 
“also, we should have, just as in this action of the Udavasina, many per- 
formers independent of one another, and not necessarily acting conjointly: 
- (os no significance would be attached to- this. conjoint action, op account ` 
of their being | the. subject of the proposition) ; and then. follows. the sen. 
tence: ‘ prshthacamaniyanina: yajéran’ ; and ‘in this, the nominative, agents 
` forming | the Predicate,’ ‘though | their plurality and conjoint activit: Fy. are daly: ` 
eognised, are not found. Io be required. ‘by the formes meen, and. dem S 
"` they are not regarded’ to. be of. any consequence. ` S 
: ‘Similarly,’ in the’ case ‘in’ queation, ‘as ‘soon as we: come ‘to recognize 
f the Arthavada vi Pray apatis tanüiüya;: eto,’ Ad: eulogising the. Lh aithe 
means. of. freeing. the’ ‘Giver: of the: horse from. the attack of Diopay,—we. ` 
baus an idea that. thearb- still remains Something nnaaid which: rdquires bn. 


NAH KOR ‘DONE, BY. THe HORSE- ep, LE ` Ian 


Ae said op the séien: ER is EE is E to be the yas 
‘Won. of this Ishți. And then, one Person, who has been previously’ recog- 
"wie sg. the object-of the Injunction, looking forward. to the Inference of - 
‘the Tajunction (as pointed out by the Arthavada), stands in need of that 
„Injunction only, and nothing else besides that. And as for the Arthaväda 
‘and: the Inj unction, both of them are equally capable of signifying. their 
‘own. ‘respective objects ; and the only faculty that the -Arthavada does not: 
-posseas, is that of enjoining ; and hence it.is only the element of Injunction 
‘that it. would borrow from the subsequent Injunction ; but by this bor-. 
rowing, ‘it does. not’ take.in all the other factors also of the Injunction ; 
aa it does not stand in need of these. Consequently, inasmuch as the use 
of the Injunctive Affix for the sake of the mention of the prompting cause 
dof the Ishi) would not be possible without a Verbal Root, it becomes 
necessary to use some Verbal Root or other ; and we find the root ‘grhnati’ 
‘used (in ‘ grhniyat’), which is however Ee in. the senso of the function- 
ing of:the Giver (and hence there is nothing 1 incongruous in the use of the. 
word ‘grhniyat’). If we did not take the two (the Injunction ond the 
Arthavada) thus, the sense of the whole would be— because in olden times 
tho Giver of the Horse did so and so, therefore at the present time, 
the. Receiver sliould do likewise, —which would be wholly Gees and 
absurd. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the. uiaei also has 
referred to the Giver as described in the Arthavada. All this we have 
explained i in detail, under the Sūtra III—iii—1. S 

: Objection: “Then, inasmuch as it will have beon dealt with under that 
e Seier there would be no need of the present Adhikarana.” 

` Reply.: Troe; it has been dealt. with under that Satra, Bat still, S 
we » find it- necessary to take up :the present. Adhikarana, with a view to 
sétting aside the EEN E by other SE (on. the 
Sutras), 

- TE SE were SE necossary, then: we e ek the two sutras (dealt. 
with tinder the present Adhikarana) along with the foregoing Adhikarana, 
in the: following manner :—The Parvapaksha-siitra (30) may be taken as. 
putting forward. the: following views: —" Just like the actions of Alambha. 
“and Nirvapa, the action of accepting the horse would ba exactly similar in ` 

"Ordinary Dis and in the Veda; and as such there being no absolute oun. 
__Somaitaneo: (between, the said acceptance - and a Vedic action), the. accept- ` 
mes could not be taken as necessarily forming part of the Vedic sacrifice; : 
"and honco- we: must conclude that the acceptance is not iangoined! "an 
tk “ belonging to. the sacrifice, specially as the two actions (of acceptance and... 
Marthe), being ‘wholly. different,’ there. je no cauge fot auch. ascertain S 
meng 
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To the above arguments, the Ssddhanta sitrd (31). mar be taken a ax 
«offering the following’ reply + “Sa lingadarivige ayitt that is: ‘to Bay, the 
` Ish would be performed i in the case of that Horse- -gift which. is made to 
` the sacrificial. Priests, because of the indicative power pointing to Oe ` , 
“Vedic and Sacrificial . character (of the action); as though the Injunotive. 
_ Affix: (in ‘grhniyit') serves the purpose: of. pointing’ ont the prompting . 
` oauge (of the Ishi), yet it can ‘be taken:as supplying the Indication in” 
"question ; the sense of the Indication. being that it is only the Vedic action 
that i is generally found to be connected with the Tujanstive SN which . 
“never relates to any ordinary action of the world.. 

Or, we may have the Parvapaksha independently. of the Se and 
RI that case, both the säżras (30 and 31) would be taken as supplying the 
: answer to that Pirvapakehe ; the sense of fhis ren y being as follows :-— 

.Jnasmuch as the ordinary (Horse-gift) is wot enjoined, there can be ng 
idea of that forming the prompting cause of the Ishti (as explained . 
before); as it might be argued that,—‘ the action of the acceptance of the-. 
_ Horse-gift being one and the same, ‘there. could be no difference between . 
` the Vedic and (he ordinary gift, and hence both are equally capable of. 
serving as the prompting cause of the Tshtt,”~it is added (in the next: 
. sūtra) that it is not so; because there dé a difference in the actions; that fe 
~to say, the Vedic Hor se-gift differs from the ordinary Horse-gift, on the - 
`. following points: (1) the former is enjoined, while the latter is not, (2). 

- they occur at different places, and times, etc, (3) they are distinct 
` individuals ;. and on the ground of this differeuce there would bo a restric- 
Don as to the capability of serving as the prompting cause (of the Ishii). 
Si In fact, the ordinary Horsé-gift is distinctly prohibited, and hence there ` 
„would be an absolute absence of that, in all matters relating to tlie Veda: ` 
l ‘Consequently only that can be regarded. as the said prompting cause, the - 
` existence of which is a certainty. Nor is. the. acceptance : of the Horse-gift 
~ mentioned simply. witli a view to the pointing out of the prompting cause ; as. 
-: the mention ends with ‘the there poinging i out of the particular: relationship... 
"between the two, Consequently, we come to the conclusion that: the” IW 
. forms part of the. procedure to be observed i in ‘the. giving away of the Horse ;' De 
and this use ‘of the OH shows. that’ the giving away: meant is that cone. 
` nected: with Vedic sacrifices, Thus: then. e SE cannot: he taken -s A: 
Zi to anything that is not enjoined. ` 

es ` Though both the above: ‘nterpietations at the two Mäin were sos 
wi it was for w special: “purpose. that. the, Bier ees a Aine 

» Adbikaranag (out: of theze stitras),. ` EE ea GE 
Then a for the word" grind, Auer CH iii is tiever fond fo be’ 

used, in that form, in fhe ‘sense of fhe: Causative; it. might; Tead Jo 6 mis: 
` gonoaption ; ‘and hanod ii: should, be. taken in: its. indirect. sense fu" iiot 


TänONt. gt DONE BY THE: WER ier, ) "Lg 


‘ing: the causative ‘of accepting); Specially as itis quito possible for the 
eausative ta be spoken of a tho caused; Or, inasmuch as the Nominative 
haracter residos in ‘the causative also, when the cansal character would” 
‘he ment to. be spoken of; then, in that case, we would have the causative 


as, even in connection with the root signifying the functioning of the- 
“ “caused; while when the mere Nominative character would be meant bo 
he expressed, then even without tho causative affix,—an yono.who, in some: 
Sway or other, helps in the: accomplishment of the Acceptance of the Horses’ 
— gifi we may speak as ‘ accepting ` (‘ grhnāti’). SC 
` ` For instance, in the sentence “he tills the ground with six ploughs, —= 
“we: Bud that, though the word ‘tills’ signifies the makiny of the lines of ` 
` furrows, yet through the force of the mention of the ‘six ploughs,’ we take | 
` the Vorb as indicating thé action of the Director of the Ploughing, as tho ` 
“totaal operating of six ploughs could not be done by any single Plough- _ 
> Wan: consequently we conclado that the Person, who directs the opera- 3 
Dong of all the six Ploughinen, is also the Performer of the tilling, through e 
"these men: and hence it is he that comes to bo spoken of ag ‘ tilling the 
-ground with six ploughs,’ | pass ci 


Similarly, the root ‘grhnati’ having its signification conditionod by” 


EN 


` the Arthavada, would come to be taken as indicating the function of the - 
person causing the grahana or acceptance (i.e, the Giver), As for Verbal: | 
< roots, it is a well-known fact that they are endowed with multifarious - 


: potentialities (of signification ) ; and as such they could be used in the 


_ simple as well as in the causal sense,—as has been shown under tho ` 
` Bhitvarthadhikarana (II—i—1 et seg.); and it ofton happens. that, in 
E view of the peculiar character..of their auxiliaries, they are taken even 


““du'such a sense asia not generally known, Cf Reg 
ze Nor these reasous, we conclude that tho word § pratigrhniyat’ in the | 


Rentence in question, has been used in the sense of dadydt’ (should give) L S 


z did hence the Ishti in question should be performed by the Giver of the Ce 


Gi a To the above conclusion, some people make the followin g objections . 


` 2 Yajurveda, we find the first sentence of tho passage in question read as ` 


as read in the text of the Maitrdyuni Rescension ofthe - 


in the passage, 


ta -eslo'guah pratiyrhyata yand thus this being quite in keeping with d : 
he subsequent Injunction, i is clearly cognisable that the Ishti is to be 


H 


i Performed by the Persoi receiving the Horso-gift,”.  — 


«i Pozthis. some- people make: the ‘following reply: Our position having. 


"een praved, by. reasonings, to: be stronger than, yonrs, if we.come to be 
/Yangnished ‘by: means’ of another seriptural toxt, what can ive daf. 


But this: oer of being’ ‘vanquished is wholly, groundless. ` Because. - 


DER wa hed another soriptural text distinctly laytng down the perform, — 
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‘a ance of the HI br the. Receiver, — then too, all that: KO would have to 


admit is that it. would be performed byt the. Recoiver also ; but t that would : 


‘not set aside its. performubility by ` the Giver. 


> That is to any, if has been proved that ins. text of the: passage ae 
quoted above,—which i is the one found in the ‘text: of the I atttiriya Res- - 
‘eension’ of the Yajurveda; —distinctly points to the fact of the Ishti being. ` 


‘performed by the Giver. And this conclusion is not found to be set aside, - 


either by any other reasonings, or any scriptural text. In fact, even if we 
had a text prohibiting the performance of that Isht#i by the Giver, we 


would have two optional alternatives, and there would be no necessity of 
abandoning the conclusion once accepted before, As for the sentence 


 (‘yo'pvam pratigr hniyat, etc.’) which lays down the performability of that 


Ishti by the Receiver of the Horse-gift, if, by reason of its forming part of 
the sacrifice, it be taken in a manner in keeping w ith the previous sen- 
tence, —without paying any heed to the particular way in which the 
‘passage might open—-then, in that case, that sentence too would point out 
the performability by the Giver. If, on ‘the other hand, through the pre- 
sence of the word ‘pratigrhndti,’ the sentence be taken independently by 
itself, as laying down its perfor mability by the Recciver,—then, in that 
‘case, inasmuch as the previous sentence will have indicated its perform- 


ability by the Giver, it would come to be performed by both (the Giver as 


well as the Receiver) ; with this difference however, that the Ishti per- 


we" 


formed be the Receiver, being only calculated to serve the purposes of the ` 


Man (independently of any Vedic sacrifice), it would have to be performed, 
in the case of the acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift also. 
Some people, taking their stand upon the word ‘ Artvija' in the sūtra, 


argue that the previous sentence (‘ Prajatpatir varundy ya, gie, 1 also speaks 


of the performability of the Ishti by the Receiver (Ge the Rivik). 


But the Isiti that wonld be performed by the Rtvik Priest, could - 
-not form part of the sacrifice: ‘itself (which is being performed by the - 
Yajamina) ; and hence the ‘relationship of ‘the result of the Zshji would. 
be ag possible for the ordinary man of the. world as for that Priest; coh: 
‘sequently we would have the performance. of the Ishii even in the case of: 
‘the acceptance of the Horse-gift in-ordinary life; and under. the. circum: 
stances, it becomes incumbent upon those për sous to explain what grounds 
“the sūtra would have for declaring, as the conclusion ‘tasmat yajie: prati- . 
COM consequently it would be jo coping ai aa to be Pee formed in meter : 


l w ith the Vedte sacrifice’): 


R “Thus than; from the mere a faat of tha Bist fi being laid Qos ap KE : 
part of the: saer iffee, we: conclude’ that’ it. should. be “performed: by: Ae. 


Giver: 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


Pr. Somaindra Qaru is to be offered on the occasion of the vomiting « of B 
at that Some drank at Vedic sacrifices]. | 


satra 6D: am The case of the vomiting of the drink is similar. i 


Apart from any meric: Context, we find another enn , 
‘Soinaindran curunnirvapel yak somam vamati. (‘One who vomits the 
*soma should offer the Somaindra caru’). And in regard to this, too, we | 
. proceed. to consider the same questions as those dealt with in the two pre- 
coding Adhikaranas,—i.e, (1) whethor the Offering is to be made when . 
the Soma vomited is that drunk at a sacrifice, or that drunk in ordinary 
a as medicine; [and (2) whether it ‘pertains to the SE of hic f 
Yajamäna or that of the sacrificial Priests]. P 
And this being the question, ` the expression ‘tadvat’ in the sūtra - 
| indicates the two theories (of the Parvapakshu)—viz.: (1) that the Soma- ` 
drinking meant is both. that which is done ata sacrifice and that done as - 
G medicine ; and (2) that it is the latter only (as propounded in Sutra 28). 
-> Or the expression ‘tadvat’ may be taken as indicating the application 
of the Siddhantas of the last two Adhikaranas, to the present question also. 

_ And as the Pirvapaksha (of the present Adhikarana) differs a little | 
‘from that of the Hot two EE we e it SEN in the following : 
` words :— E 7 
Inthe ‘case of the Soma: drinktg ata Vedic Sacrifice, eens äh as 
SCH the disposal of the substance (Soma) will have been done by the mere ` 
E ‘drinking of it, if there were to be any subsequent disorders, in the shape 
os of- vomiting and the like,—it would not necessitate any remedial 
2 measures’; and hence in that case, the laying down of the Jg: (the 
SS " Somaindra) would be absolutely useless, While in the case of the Soma 
dean in ordinary life,—if- the. Soma’ happens to be vomited out, there 
“would be gene of the medicinal affects desired ; and hence in the case, 
ia there: “would! be A “possibility of the. loss of virility, etc. (mentioned as 
Xt following 1 ftom a neglect : of the Somaindra shit) ; and there is no Im: 
oe possibility’ ‘of such evil. affects, ‘as. wò found in. the case of Dr opsy (in the. 
E Preceding: Adhikarana) ; and thus as the evil effects. woild be possible ; 
the Somaingra bt, that: is laid: down in connection with those effects, - 
E Bla: comes.to be recognised” ‘aaa remedy. for. thesd effects.’ ‘Consequently; 


SMSO mmurtem. 09. me mr. up, (1A); 


"vlt GN should” be -performed | at the. vomiting of tho: Soni À drank. in 


“ordinary bis 


EE EE EE 
Sūtra (33); It would. be performed at the (vomiting of- 
> the Soma drunk at the) Vedic sacrifice; as it is only: 
at this that it creates an evil effect ; while tn the: 
ease of that drunk in ordinary life, as this would. 
"` be done for a visible purpose, there could be no 


Eat evil effects attached to tts vomiting. ` 


SCH ` Objection: “ Why do not you bring forward the same arguments b 
“that you did in the last. two Adhikaranas,—that the action. in question . 


“being Vedic, it would apply only to the Vedic sacrifice, eto., etc. P” 


Reply». The reason is that there can be no Vedie character attaching 


to the vomiting; because no vomiting is. found to be enjoined'in the Veda, Së 
Consequently, the result of vomiting, even in the case of Vedic Soma- - 
drinking would be the same as those in that of the ordinary Soma-drinking: 


That is to say, the Disposal of the unused Soma (remnant of the 


sacrifice) that is laid down is that up to the proper digestion of it; and. 
hence if it happen to be vomited (there would not bo a proper digestion ` 


of it), the results of the Principal Sacrifice would not appear in the proper 


a 
d 


> Phat is to.aay, asa matter. of faot, there are no evil effects attaching to 


the vomiting of the Soma drink in ordinary Tifo ; because it is drunk only 


for the. sake of being vomited. Even if there were some evil effects, their — 
remedy would consist of certain measures laid down in works on medicine; ` 


and there would he no need of any Vedic remedy (such as the Somuindre 


Ishii). ` In the case of the vomiting of the Soma drank at a Vedic sacrifice; S 


on the other hand, we have definite 


is laid down for the Soma-remnant, is one ending with the proper digestion: 


of itas ig distinctly shown by the words of. the mantra recited for $he ` S 


Pe naa 
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Dë the Sacrifice (at which the drinking j ig laid dewa as tho Disposal) : 
` "end of- ‘this sacrifice, the Ishti would be a subsidiary; and hence in this 
eg. the: Stern among - all the fagtors concerned, would he easily. 

“established SÉ S | 


ADHIKARANA. (13). 


[The Somatndra GI is to be SSES when the vomiting 1s: sby the 
l = Yajaména}. | sae cee casey 


sare o: SS (The Ishti) would merce to all; because ther 
SEN "ig no distinction (made). p Lë 


S 8 Though it is , tally established, from the Ste of the case of th 
Ishți for the ucceptance of the Horse-; -gift, that the Ishfi in question also is t 
be performed by the Yujamina,—-yet it is still as undecided as to whethe 
the prompting cause of tho Ishfz is the GES byt the UM himsel 
Së also. that by tho Priests. 

‘ene on this question, we have the following 


_PORVAPAKSHA. 


a {haamuch as there. is no specification, the vomiting of hoth (th 
“Yajumina as well as the Priest) would be the prompting cause of th 
it Ishți.. Because the vomiting of the Yajamdna causes as much discrepanc, 
“in the Disposal, as that of the Priests, as the drinking of both 1s mean 
“to serve as purificatory of the substance (Soma). Consequently, whethe 
“the Ishfi be meant. to be a remedy for the evil effects caused by th 
| “vomiting, or an ‘aid in the accomplishment of the Apiirva (of the Prii 
-“ cipal sacrifice), —it has to be performed at the vomiting by the Eege 
“as well as at that of the Priest? ` oo | 7 


-SIDDHANTA, 


Sitra (35): It would pertatn to the Master only i; Ze 
Ge (the action) is performed. for his sake, ae 


wa SECH the: Ishti be yeally a mere indirect’ aiā to. the Princip: 
sittin: yet it would be performed only. onthe vomiting: be? the’ Fa amü 
Because, as the first pori tion of the. sentence (‘yak somam jamt y ‘contait 
‘the word. ‘yah,’ it-is not Fecogaised . as potuting out’ the prompting caus 
(of. the bänn: and when: it: doep come: to be: recognised, through: the, sul 
sequent: appearance: of -the: word. § ‘aah’ {int sa nirvapët: dh We also: come i 
| recognise | the Parfornter: to, be one ‘only; ` 


SOMAINDRA ISHTL PERFORMED WHEN YASAMANA VOMITS. 1415, 


phat 18 to say, in the sentence—‘ yak somam vamatt sa nirvapet ’—we 
SE that’ Ehe two words ‘yah’ and * sah’ distinctly indicate that there 
` Gei perf former of. the Ishtd and of the vonuting is one‘and the same ; and thus 
< there” can. be no doubt that the action of the sacrifice (Ishti) is to be per- 
S formed by the Master of the sacrifice (Ge, the Yayaména). And from this 
“certain fact. we. come to a definite.conclusion with regard io the doubtful | 
S case: ‘of the vomiting also,—that it is only when the vomiting is done by 
RK Yajomana: that it serves as the prompting cause (of the [shiz). 

` "` "Nor is the vomiting, independently by itself, capable of serving as: 
ke, prompting cause ; as the mere Verb (‘ camaté’) is incapable of giving . 
“any idea of such a cause; it is only when it is accompanied by the word 
‘yak’ that it expresses that Cause ; and in that case, the fact of the two 
pactions (of sacrifice and vomiting) having the same performer is cognised 
before the fact of the vomiting being the prompting cause (of the Ishti). 

` Now then, if the Priests were to perform the Ish{: ou account of their 
ven vomiting, they would be offering substances cither for a Deity or in 
` exchange for some services,—as they could not effect this exchange for 
 theniselves, it would be necessary for them to engage other Adhvaryu 
and other priests. And on account of the Aimantpada affix in the word 
“‘adadhita’ (in the sontence ‘ agninadadhita’), it is clear that the sacrificial 
fire can have no connection with any person ‘other than the one who. 
chas duly lighted it; and hence it is necessary for all performers of 
sacrifices to- make the offering in the Fire lighted for themselves, 
/ Consequently if the Priests perform the Ish{i in question, with a view 
«to help in the Sacrifice, the Goma drunk at which had been vomited 
-by them, then the Jshti which they would perform would be performed in a’ 
place, and at a time, different from that of the original Principal Sacrifice. 
(As those Ishtis would be performed in distinct Fires lighted by each of the 
: Priests separately) ; and as such the help accorded by these Ishtis would not 
-aecrue to the Original Sacrifice. Nor is there any direct Injunction 
«to. the effect that the auxiliary Ishtis should be performed in a place and . 
‘timo other than that of the Original Sacrifice,—in consideration of which 
“Anjanction we could admit of even faulty Auxiliaries. As for the gen, 
‘tence =' yah somam vamati, etc,,’—inasmuch as this has all its requirements 
- fnlfilied: by the vomiting by the sacrificer, it cannot he taken as permitting - 
“the: difference. in the time and. place of the Auxiliary Ishjés from ‘those of 
“the. Original. Sacrifice, ` “Specially, how ‘ould it be possible for a single - 
‘text: (‘gah somam,: edel to- Jg doen the sameness of the time and place 
ef the two (the: Auxiliary: and the Original), in the: case of tho: vomiting ` 
be the Yajamana,— rand difference of them, i in. the case of the Vomiting by ; 
the’ Priests ?. oe at 
GE f, then, gei? were. to pala tho Tehi for éi, own eee, = ted: in d 


“PAE TÅNTRA-VARITKA, = ADH; IPED Ir: ADRE: (18), 


: shat CASO, “inasmuch: as. that shti, which. Jias- once (i in. the. “dase of the 
“vomiting by the Yay amana) been: ascertained to be for the: sake of & sacri- 
fice, could never be for the sake of Man himself, even if it came to. be per- 
‘formed as for this: latter, such performance would be absolutely. gece 
“And if, for the sake of justifying such performance, the Jak? be taken, or 
‘the strength of scriptural texts, to be for the, sake of “Man, ~-then, that 
-would involve the abandoning of the ‘sacrifice ` that n ppoars in close. prox- 
imity to. it, as also. the assuming, for such an Ishii, another result, in the 
shape of Heav en or some other end, that would he desirable by the Man, | 
- This same assumption of a result has been shown to he necessar r iu 
DI case of the Jakt: being taken as to be performed at the vomiting of the 
Soma drunk in ordinary life. But it-could not be said with regard to the 
‘Ishti that. would be ‘performed at the vomiting of that drunk during a 
‘sacrifice; as we have already shown that, in this Jatter case, the assump- 
tion of a fresh result is not necessary (the effect of the Ishți being simply 
‘to accord help to the sacrifice, by the remedying of the discrepancy caused 
by the vomiting). : 
For these reasons, it must be admitted that the An should be per- 
formed only when.the vomitini g would be that by the Yajamana. | 
` It might be urged that, even in the case of the vomiting by the Pricaty 
i the. actual offering of the Ishti would be made by the Yajamana himself. 
But in that case, we have the aforesaid anomaly of the two actions (of the 
Offering of the Ishti, and -the vomiting) not having the same’ performer. 
And for the justification of this, it would be necessary to take the word 
‘yak’ (in ‘yah somam vamati’) in the sense of the Genitive ‘ yasya,’ and 
hence to reject the co-extensiveness ( between ‘ yah’ und ‘suk ), And these 
interpretations would make the text inapplicable to the case of the Vomit- 
ing by tho Yayamana, which therefore would no longer bo a prompting 
causa. (for. the Ishti). Then if both (the vomiting by the Yajamāna as 
well as that by the priests) were to be accepted as tho said. prompting 
cause, then that would necessitate the taking of the: sentence in. question 
in two different ways, which would involve a syntactical split,—-the sen- 
“tence being taken as ‘yah soniam vamate, 4 yasya ca somam. Rtvik vamali eu 
_nirvapet’ (‘He who vomits the Soma, ond he whose Suma: the Priest. vomits, 
‘should. perform the. bit? He : Then, if, with a view to avoid this sync: 
tical split, we have got fo accept only ¢ one of then (either the vomiting by 
thie. Yajamana, or that. by the. Priests) ws the prompting cause of the: ‘Ishti, 
„mit is only right that ` we should ‘aecapt: the foemor 5 ; Bs ‘tliat: would e in 
keeping with the sense of the words of the text. E 
oo The above. applies’ to the: Gage. when we Gis ‘the Hr: an. s jndiveoly 
‘helping the. Principal Bang, When: ‘however, it ie assumed: thatthe 
S purpose, served. by. Welt? is ‘that it rémodies ` ‘the: incapacity: fof the Sagri: 
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‘ fice) of. attaining ‘the fing) seule enused oy a deai in ie correct, 
“observance: of ‘the Disposal of the remnant of the sacrificial substance,— 
` e necessity of such Disposal being indicated by the subsequent words (of 
the texts. relating to the Principal Sacrifice),—then, in that case, inas- 
“much aa it would be the Result accruing to the Yujamana (in the: ‘shape of 
“the Apiiroa) that would be absolutely imperceptible, and as such, capable 
“of. being interfered with in its proper fruition (by the vomiting), it would 
“become all the more certain that the Remedial Ishti would be performed 
-by the Yajamäna himself. As. for the Result’that accrues to the, Priests, 
_ «ein the shape of the sacrificial gifts,--they are found to obtain it, in any 
“age, whether there be a vomiting or not; ; and as such there being no fear 
“of this Result being interfered with (by ány vomitin g) it would not stand” 
nin ‘need of the EE Iskti, and as such could not bring about: its e 
“formance. oe 
Then, it might be E that—é the dr inking ot the Se, geen 
S «part of the observances necessary for the Performer of the Principal 
cu Sacrifice, is meant to serve the purpose of pnrifying tho person that 
SE drinks ; and hence any discrepancy in this drinking would create a flaw 
` in the Performer (i.e. the Priest), as the purification of the Soma, which 
Ù wonld consist in the useful effects it would bring to him, would not have. 
“been duly xceomplished.” But even so too, (1) inasmuch as the said flaw: 
only being an obstacle in the way of the due realisation, by the Yajamana, 
of. the Results (of the sacrifice), the Jett would serve. the purpose of 
‘removing that obstacle, and (2) as we have in the sentence the wor ‘ds. 
“yah? and ‘sah’ (which RTE the performer of both actions to be one 
-only), it must be admitted that the Tehti should Ka EE at the 
ee? by the Yajaména only. 3 
‘>. The same reasoning holda respecting the view that the KI? is meant 
0 affect the final Apūrva (of the Principal Sacrifice). - dë 
. ` ‘Some people hold (at the vomiting of the Ss deeg not mean 
“the neglect of an enjoined Duty, nor the doing of that which is prohibited ; 
‘and as sucli, there being no discrepancy i in the sacrifice on its account, 
: “the performance of the Ishfi could not be meant to remedy any discrep- 
"aner: and hence the Ishti muat be regarded as a subsidiary to the 
3 Principal Sactitiee, to be performed ai. when. the Soma drunk at ey 
‘happens to-be vomited,” `. ae 
vos? But-in that case also, e | AS we find the word | yah? distinetly 
‘Pointing: to the Man, the bin must" be regarded e oan purification of the - 
‘Maw mentioned in the Context, in accordance with the-eonelugion arrived - 
at (ander: Sütras- Mils, Ë5Y. in. connection with: thë. sentence g 
; ‘Jañjabhyamino'nibrite,: “And hence, i in, agcordance with the Sätra I1T—~ 
ech ib. must be, taken ge GR ibe > performed. by f the S Yajamänii as E e 


ovale raNTRA-VARTIKA, api Mpana iV ue (18): 


S ihe Tehti pertains to the same object as the vomiting, it is the vomiting by 
“the Yajamdna tint should be: ee as. ‘the ‘Prompting, cause of the 
"Ushi. a 
> I Then as for the ca — the vomiting of the Priests: Also | Causes. 
a either a discrepancy. in the’ proper Disposal of the Soma, or a total des. 
<“ truction of the purification of the Performer; and ag such, that too 
would: stand in need of a remedy,”—the reply -is that, even though it. 
| wonld require a remedy, yet, no such remedial action could be ‘performed, 
for the simple reason that ito such has been. laid down ; as we have already: 
‘shown that the Injunction of the Ishfi does not pertain to the vomiting by 
the Priests,—whether the It? itself be taken as to be for the sake of the- 
Man or for that of the Sacrifice. Consequently we come to the conclusion 
Hat if the vomiting by the Priest should be a flaw in the sacrifice, then 
‘whenever it should happen, all that we have to do i is to quietly ignore it 
altogether ; while if it do create a discrepancy in Ehe sacrifice, then, in 
` that case, we might perform some ordinary expiatory rite. | 

In connection with question under consideration, there is no use of 
: considering the question as to whether the Ishi is for the sake of Man, or 
for that of the sacrifice, ete., etc. . But if it be necessary to learn the true 
fact, then we must admit that theory which Las been found to be appli- 
. cable to the case of the sentenco ‘ jañjabhyamāno’nubrūte, ete,’ (III—~iv— 
LA 15). . (That i is to say, if must be regarded as being for the sake of the 
. Man connected with the pr incipal Sacrifice). It is in view of this that we 

have the SCH sūira— SE va Ee 


Sätra (36): Also because we find certain Ra 
| (words). | 


In connection with the sentence under Gonsideration, we find the: 
sentence-—‘ésha vyrdhyata yat somam vamati’ (‘He who vomits the. Soma 
loses his prosperity ’ ’); -and there can be doubt that this ‘loss of prosperity’ Oh 
E applies to him alone whose prosperity is sought to be accomplished by 
` the.drinking of the Soma, and for whom a discrepancy in this drinking vould 
cause. a ‘loss of prosperity.’ And we Bud that both of. these apply to the 
Ki eegend onl My anid ene the deng must be taken as. to be d e med al 

him: | 


ADHIKARANA (14), 


> of t the RE it is only the Duyavadäna that is to 
l be offered in Homa]. 


Sūtra en: “The whole should be offered; as the mate- 
rial is meant for that purpose.” 


ees Bees with. the Darga-Purnamasa, we find the sentence 
EEN shtaikapilo’ mitvasydyaim paurnamisydncicyutd bhavaté’; and in 
regard to this there arises the question as to whether tho whole of the 
€ material prepared is to be actually offered, or only a portion of it is to be 
. offered, and a little left as a remnant. And on this question, we have the 
i following —] 
vu - PURVAPAKSHA. 
| “phe yoria ee ‘äägnēyuk, eto., distinctly indicate that 
“udihe whole of the material is to be offered; as it is only when the material 
has been actually thrown into the Sacrificial Fire that it comes to belong: 
“to the Deity,—as is clearly indicated by the Injunction ‘dhavaniyé 
"3 juhoti, and by the Arthavdda 7 Agnimukha vai Dévak.’ [And hence the 
“ material could not be called ‘ Aynéya, until the whole of it had been 
“offered to Agni]. Such being the case, if a part of the material were left 
oe Da then that would mean the doing of something contrary to what 
“has. been laid down (ia the Veda). Hence it must be admitted that the 
bk whole of the material is to be offered into the Fire.” , 

. Question: Does the propounder of this Parvapaksha not perceive the. 
Injunction of those actions that are done with the Remnants of the mate- 
GD -offered—such actions, for instance, as the Suvishtakrt Offering, the 
dag -pragitra, the Sanyavakakala, the Bhakshacaturdhakarana, and the like ? i 
[That is to say, he must be. wholly ignorant of the Injunctions of, these 
actions, Sener wee he should not have asserted that no ‘remnants’ should 
be Kept]. : | 

In answer to this SE declare that the Paraja does not 
Tome the Injunctions of these actions. - 2 

But that angwer is scarcely correct ; peoia if we were to lose ght 
“oF week palpable facta, : as distinct Tajunctiong, in propounding the Pūrva- 
:pakaha; there is: no theory, howsoever absurd, that: could not bo put. 
“forward ‘as one.” [That is to say, the Parvapaksha i is. always such as has 
“all the sémblance of a reasonable’ ‘theory, and not, opg that; on its very. 
fase; bears the: ‘stamp. of untenability]. “Consequently. it must. bë admittéd:: 
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that the opponent: is fully cognisant. ‘of, the said: Injunctions, and yet. he. 
' puts forward the above ‘Pir vapoksha, in: view ‘of the following arguments: ` 
=. “The actions laid down as to be per formed with ‘Remnants’ wonld 
“not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of materials, only in cases 
-“ where there are ‘ Remnants’ of the previous supplies: - When, however; 
ot the whole of the material has been offered. (and there is no. ' ‘Remiant’ | 
e loft), those actions would certainly justify our bringing i in fresh’ supplies. S 
“That is to say, in a case where only the ‘ ‘Dvyavadana’ (Two. 
f “ slices’ ) are offered out of the whole Cake, and. the rest is left as "Hem. 
“nant, the Svishtakrt offering, and the other actions—enjoined’ by auch 
“sentences an ‘out of the other half a slice is cut for Svivhtakrt’ and He 
.“like—would not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of that material, 
“as shown under Satra IV-—i—28, When, however, we come to recog- 
“nisge the necessity of offering the whole of the Cake (and the impropriety 
“of keeping ‘ Remnants’), then inasmuch as the Svrshtakré offering will 
“have no ‘already existing substance’ to be related to, there would be an 
“impossibility of the carrying out of that part of the Injunction which 
“rofers to that Offering; and hence in this case, wa do certainly recognise 
“the necessity and advisability of bringing in fresh snpplies of the mate- 
“rial; and hence, other Cakes, ete., would certainly be ES for the 
Bi sake of the Svishtakrt offering (and other similar actions). a 
"` “Question: ‘In that cage, how would you SECH the. word Gosh, 
ay in such Injunctions as. géshat svishtukrté’ vadyati 3" = 

“ Answer: In such sentences, the word ‘ésha’ would be aid 
“as used in the sense of EE material,’ just as in tha sontonces . 
“< äjyëna gasham’ and ‘ taechéshéna.’ SE 
“That Is to ear, in the sentence ' Hyena çësham sunsthapayals” ¢ He 
-“ finishes the rest by means of Butter’), we find the word ‘çësha’ used in 
‘the sense of an action other than, or similar to, that whose performance 
“has been finished; so also, in the sentence ‘tatah géshina vigishtadéraga- 
ty yädimunto janma - pratipadyanté’ (Gautama’s N; yayasiitra~——>),-—the” 
ae sense of which is that the action resulting in Heaven having been-fally: 
<“ used ` gp in bringing about that result, and that action which. has: a 
.. definite result of its own not being capable of being used for the enke of, 
n “another, it is by means of other actions that people take birth, etc... ste, Ce 
St iwe find: the word. ‘¢asha’ in the placa of ‘anya,’ (‘other’ "1, ‘and. 
S 4 “similarly. in the wontence ‘ pdshat svishtakrte,’ the. word. ‘ gésha* wë 
 "meanh material other: than: the one offered’ at the. ce Pie 
z « Bac ‘fice, or another supply of the saine materiak, 9. i 
o "Or the word. “gëshät ? “may: be" taken’ in ‘the a sense: of D aen 
me material, CH materia other‘ than’ that. ‘used’ at the: ‘Principal: Sacrifice, 
“whieh; however, is: -Kept ready: atit, AS: 8 subsidiary’ inaterick’: Though: 
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2 H there. may: be? none.of tha Principal Material left, yet all others liave the 
EE ‘ character: of being similar to it. Consequently at all such sacrifices, 
` "nm “wether materials. would -have to be used; as will be explained a 
“Satra. IV—i—29. Gg S 
e aS “Even if, in consideration of the word ‘gasha," there igala be kept 
SCH ‘remnant’ of the same material (that is used at the Principal Sacri- 
SS ide) then too, there is another purpose served by the present discus- 
“pion; it need: not necessarily be that which is laid down by the 
et: as ‘the fyllowing also is possible; when, in accordance with 
the sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice, there comes to be tho. 
A Š possibility of the whole of the material to be offered,—and yet ‘Reme 
l “ nants of it are kept, for the sake of those actions that are laid down as 
Sr "o be performed with such ‘ Remnants,’—then, these latter actions (the 
<o" Suishtakrt offering and the rest) would-be as eet in the bring- 
“ingin of that material as the Principal Sacrifice itself; and hence if the 
“t slice kept for any of these actions, happen to be destroyed, spoilt, or ` 
“stolen, it would be necessary to prepare another supply of the material, 

2 “ajust as in the case of the Principal Sacrifice. While, on the other 
hand, if these actions were to take. in only the mere ‘remnants’ of the | 
“material spoken of in the Injunction of the Principal Sacrifice, then, ` 
“inasmuch as they would depend solely upon the raaterial used at the | 
‘ : “Tatton sacrifice, they wonld not be themselves instrumental in the bring- 
‘ting in of any materials on their own account; and hence even if the ` 
‘slice kept for these actions happen to be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there 
“would bè a si imple non-performaneo of those actions. Thus then, even 
“though the fact of the whole not being offered at the Principal Sacrifice 
hg accepted by both (of us, the Parvapakshi. as well as the SE SSC 
E there i GE BEES of the. pr esent discussion.” | 


" SIDDHAN TA. KE 

Sūtra (38): | There biud be a ‘remnant’ F E as 
n © the slices are cut ‘out of’ (the. Cake). 
: =] Te agnéyo ‘shtakapalap, ete.’ were the only text bearing upon the case 
"ie question, then, of course, we could not but admit the necessity, of the ` 
R Deeg boing offered. Aa a matter. of fact, abet we See we 


si ge Zesum P dows. the offering of certain lices i cüt out of the Cake 2 

“and all these texte taken together show that only a portion: of. the Cake is- 

D stob de (at the’ Principal: Sacrifice) ; and hence it follows that a 
i ARetaniot”: should be. opt, 
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— Sëtz 39): “Objection: “These other teats merely. tay : 
“down the method; and as. the whote is meant t for g 
- “the Deity (the offerings are to be repeated).' agers d 


| Objection : “TE the sentences quoted could not. he See other wies S 
SR than. by rejedting the necessity pointed out in the original i inj janction of 
a “the offering of the whole of the material, —and if they were in proximity : 
~* tothe sentonce laying down the Principal Sacrifice;—then alonecould they ` 
- “set aside the indications of. this latter, As a matter of fact however, the ` 
“sentences in question . dealing with merely purificatory actions they 
“could” be very well reconciled with the original sentence laying. down. 
“the Principal Sacrifice in question; as it- is quite compatible for the 
“whole of the materia to be offered, piece by piece,—cach piece, measur- 
WR ‘ing an, inch (lit. of the size of the part of the thumb from the middle-j joint 
"bo its tip), being purified by a process of cutting, repeated twice over, 
^. “ont of the middle and the former half of the material (Cake). 
. “Thus then, the sense given by all the sentences (those Aerch 
_ “forward by the Siddhänti taken along with. the original Injunction of 
_“ the Principal Sacrifice) comes to be this: ‘The offering of the whole. 
.“ Cake is to be done. by such and such a method’ ; and thus we have:sio 
“prohibition of the homa of any portion of the Cake; from which it 
“ follows that the whole of the Cake should be offered. . 
. “Then, it has been argued that—' The Homa could not be Et 
CR all at once in the way “declared in these sentences, as that would not 
~ “be a Homa of Two-slices (Dv yavadana). * But then, the Homa of the 
` “slices could very well be repeated (till the whole is nished), like the 
S Jyotishtome ; ; the reason for. this being — tadarthatwat'—i.e. because 
“of the fact of the whole Ashtakapala Dake being meant for the Deity, or, 
"for the Sacrifice, or, for the Apirva (resulting from that Sacrifice), the 
es injunction, contained in the original sentence laying down the Zeie 
" Saerifice, would not. be fulfilled by the offering of a mere portion of it. 
"Oe, the expression ‘tadarthateat’ may be taken in the genge 
n "em the pig ajay action of t Outing i is. meant for the material,’ Gi 2 


S Spe (40): Reply: It ‘could. be Wane once ony.. as the 
“8s getton will have been complete. (in that single perform: 
ance): specially a as the Material eg only: asubordinate 
factor. ` SE 


a Reply: | What has boia SE SES VE an s Parvapalehi,—thot u the 
"Aeren and the. Corresponding: Homa; should- ba: ‘repeated ` over. and 
over again "is “not. Possible. ‘Bovause, though: it is, quito: pósajble:. for 
othe: ‘Cutling,: -whigh : ‘is: a ‘aubordinate-factor, to be repeated: atiy. number: of 
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‘times, Jot t the oe Dong & principal factor, could neren undergo a 
EE i 
That’ HI to eng, ‘the: onlen ‘cuts the antari T e Sege 
SCH mere - «Cutting? AS A -purificatory action, it would he possible to carry 
eit oli, As long AS there may be the material to be purified ; as for the. Homa, . 
“however, it-is an action leading to a distinct result, and as such it is a 
Predominant factor, as shown. under the Siitras II —i—?7 and 8; and hence 
ag ib would be completed by a single ‘ Deyavadina' (Catting into two | 
` plives), it would not be proper to SE it over again, simply because 
there is a portion of the material left behind; and the Homa not being 
repeated, there would-be no use for repeating the ‘ Cutting’ either; as it 
Hi ‘only ‘that substance which is employed i in an action that takes np puri- 
' fications, and not that which has got nothing to.do with the Action in hand ; 
“in the case in question, we find that there is no otber use for the EE 
“save the said ‘ Dvayavadāna’ offering, und hence when that has been done, 
the material would stand in no further need of any purification (by the 
‘Catting”’ JI: and consequently there can be no repetition of the “Cat. 
tin | | 
. di the Homa were. merely: for the sake of the material, then, on ne, 
“count of this latter, it would have to be repeated itself, as well as. lead to 
“the repetition of the Cutting ; but as it is not for the sake of the material, 
-it cannot, be repeated. Specially as we find that the sentence in question 
doe not mean— yajjuhotiti hüyamänasya dviravakhandunamupayo vidhi? 
` yaté’ (t the twice-cutiing is the method laid down for the material offered,’ | 
the word ‘ yajyuhotd’ pertaining to the material offered); for certainly. 
` tho word ‘ juhoti’ does not denote the material; nor has the Verb ‘juhot?’ 
the Passive Affix, by which it could be taken as pointing to that which 
ts offered én Homa D Hayamana "A. The fact is that the sentence lays 
donn the bwice-cutting . with regard to the Action (denoted by the Verb - 
‘Juboti"). As for the idea of the material, that we have from the word 
kyat: in. ‘the phrase ‘ yat juhoti,’ — it is based upon a misconception, and as 
“such, we cannot attach any importance to it; because the word: ia not 
“fon md in the Vedic sentence, but has simply been put in by the commen- 
ators be way of a qualifying adjunct to the Verb, with a view to show the: 
“fact. of the Homa being merely referred to in the sentence oor the sake ges 
the: ‘enjoining of the Doyavadana. with. regard to it), © = l 
“gp As For tho argument, =- The Homa should be repeated for ges sako 
Of: the: ttilisation. of ‘thé. whole. material, ‘spoken of in the originative’ 
Anjimotion ; of the Principal: Sacrifice, — just as we have. repetitions in con- 
“nection with the Jyotishtoma,—it is wholly inadmissible: ` Bocanse if the. 
` Segegpitr of the. offering: of ‘the whole: material had been established, thon 
-alone could there be a similarity with the case of the: Jyotishloma; ap a 
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GE of fact however, we find that, in the case in question, the offering © 
of the whole is distinotly precluded ; and as such it can never r be regarded 
to have been established. 

That- is to. say, in the sentence ‘ Agnès yo" shttkapaiab ‘the 5 raltinaship ` 
with Homa, of all parts. of the Cake equally, w would, ab best, be based 3 upon ` 
‘Inference; consequently, before this inferred relationship has had. time to. 3 
be duly accomplished, we find that. there is directly established, ‘by means: ] 
of the sentence ‘ Deyavadanaiijuhoti,’ the relationship, with the. Homa, 
‘of a part taken out of the Oake, and when. this latter direct relationship: 
has been once established, there is no appearance of the inferred relations 
ship (of the whole cake), And hence es Bud that the: property of being deii. : 
cuted and offered to Agni (being Aynéya), which was spoken of ag belonging ` | 
to all the parts of the Cake (in common), becomes restricted, in ita appli- ` 
cation, to the ‘Dvayavadana’ (Two-slices) only, by means of the Injunc- 
tion ‘Deyavadanun jühoti’; just as the number ‘ seventeen’ is restricted” 
-by means of the factors met with in the Context. And the meaning 
comes to be this: ‘One makes the ¢wo-slices Aynéya (i.e. dedicated ànd - 
‘offered to Agni).’ Consequently, the Injunction not affecting the other | 
portions of the Cake, there can be no Homa with these latter. | 

~ Then again, it is not necessarily the actual offering of the whole of the 
 matenin) that makes it‘ ' Agneya’ ; even if only ‘ Two-slices ’ are taken: out, 
of it (for h eing offered to Agni), that alone would make the whole of it 
~ Agneya.’. 

That is to say, all that the Nominal Affix a : Agnaya d signifies is 
‘that the Cake is for the sake of Agni, and not that it is actually. offered bn ` 
Him; and thore are two ways in which it could be for the sake of Agni: 

(1) by being actually offered, and ( OI by supplying the portion that vs 

offered. ` For instance, in the case of the sentence ` Vrihibhiryagéta,’ we. 

find that the Vrihi-corn is not what is actually offered, but. it. serves ‘as the ` 
original substance out of which the offering material is made; and. it isas“ 
such that tho Corn is laid down in the sentence. Consequently, eyen, though’. 
the whole of the Cake is not actually offered, yet inasmuch agit would 
“form the original substance out of which the * Two-slices ’-are taken to: be: 
offered, it would be t Agnaya’ all the same ;. and hence iti in. the offering of 
| the ‘ Two-slices ' only that make the Cake‘  Äaaite EE R 
` "beta are‘ two ways of explaining (the word * age" ag ‘applying i 
o the Two-slices,—(1) that the relationship of . the Deity is transferred ` 
5 from the whole Cake to the- Twoslices,’ and. (2). that’ it is: the fact ‘of the: 
D “Myo-slices’ (oltstedy being taken ont. of the Cake that makes this, e d 
Ki ` Agnéya,’ SE E - s 

Por: ‘these: resona. we wchér that i the a? is SE to: “be offered ar. 
‘Homa: 


wee 


a 
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` gütra w: “Also becanses we fina the wa € Re minani 9 


"Dis only when we accept the above conelusion, that we can justify l 
-the use of. the word r Çëesha ’ (‘ Remnant’), in its direct meaning of that 
‘which has been left after the offering has been made. Then again, we are 
saved from the trouble of assuming the existence of a second Cake, for the | 
sake. of the ‘latter half,’ ete. out of which the slices for. the sub- a 
sequent Homas are laid down as to be taken out. (This assumption would S 
‘be absolutely: necessary for the Pūrvapakshi, as for him, the whole of the 

former Cake having been offered, it would be necessary to find a second | 
“Cake, out of which the slices for the subsequent Homas would be out). l 


"2 Against the above, the Opponent brings forward the following argi- 
ments : ‘It has been urged that, like the number ‘ seventeen’ the name of 
“‘Aonéya’ is restricted to the ‘ Two-slices’ only. But this is not possible ; 
“because one ‘seventeen ‘has been mentioned, without reference to any ` 
particular Context, in regard to the Samidhéni verses, and not to any 
t Saerrfices; and hence its relationship with these latter conld only be 
“inferred, through that with the Samidhénis; bnt so long as a direct re- 
.“ lationship is possible, it cannot be right for us to accept one that could 
“ “only be inferred; and hence in this case, it is only natural that there 

“should bea restriction. In the case in question, however, we find that. 
‘the relationship with Deity (Agni) is not esgic being distinctly 
‘signified by the nominal affix (in the word ‘ Agnéyah ') ; in fact it would | 

` be the relationship of the ‘ I'wo-slices’ (with the Deity Agni) that would 
‘be far-fetched and indirect ; as in the original Injunction, it is the whole 

‘of the Ashtakapala Cake that i is spoken of as related to Agni; while it ia 
“only a supplementary Injunction (‘ Duyavadanéna et ') that connects 
the ‘'Two-slices’ with Him. | 
“The following argument might here be urged: ‘of the Ashtihapala ` 
“Cake, the relationship with the Sacrifice is far-fetched ; while that 
“af the Zwo-slices is direct; and so long as this latter is possible, there can 
: “he no necessity of assuming a far- fotched one (that of the Deity Agni).' 
~ "pn But this is not right; because in that case, the sentence Dvyava- ` 
“ dānañjuhoti would come to be accepted as the original Injunction of the ` 
e Bama ` (and not the sentence ` Agnsyo'shiakapalah,, eto.’); as if the 
‘sentence ` Agnéyo’ shtākapālah, etc,” “were to be restricted in its applica- 
a tion, by the sentence ‘ Dvyavadänağjuhóti,” then it would. be this latter 
Ir agpteneg that. would serve as tlie original Injunction of the Homa i in. 
: ` question ; and that would give rise to a Syntactical. split in the sentence: 
: = Agréyo' shtakupilak; ete. ag shown under, the Sutra, II--ii—6;; as AE 
e bas been alr eady explained that unless. a Sacritive i is inferred, such Sep: 
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vee ‘tatices as ‘ Agnayo'shtakapalah, ete.’ can neither stand in need of ine 
“sentence, nor be related to any sacrifice. Consequently, even though i 
“ the connection of this latter sentence with a Sacrifice be an inferred one, ` 
u yet, inasmuch as its signification would not he otherwise complete, it : 
* must be admitted that that connection has ‘been already established (as ` 
“ without- the sacrifice the Oake would not be offered, and as such itcould not - 
“4 be spoken of as ‘ Agnéya’), and thus this connection being once estab. 
“lished, it could not be set aside by any number of direct connections‘ 
“ appearing subsequently, Le 
" “Nor, in the case in question, is any such relationship as that of the 
“ goneral and the particular possible; because there is no such relation. 
“ship possible hetween the whole (Cake) and the part (the ‘ Two-slices’),. 
Asa matter of fact, we find that the sentence ‘ Agnéyah, ete? distinctly 
‘‘enjoms the whole Cake (as to he offered to Agni); and so also does the | 
“sentence ‘ Deyavadanam, etc.’ directly enjoin the ‘Two-slices’; and: 
“hence the offering of both is equally authoritative (and as such, the 
“ former could not be set aside by the latter). | 
© Objection : “The offering of the portions other than the Tio-slices 
“ would be laid down, only in a general way, by the generic word puro- 
“daga; and as such, would be less authoritative than that of the Two- 
“ slices,’ | 
“ Reply: If the Cake Ze been laid down, with regard to its parts, 
“then alone would the Injunction apply to the other parts, in a general 
“ way (as you say); as it is, however, the Cake is laid down directly by 
“itself (as one complete whole). | 
“That is to say, those texts that relate to Olasses are taken ag in- 
“ dicating the Individuals of those classes, because of the fact of no action | 
“being possible with regard to any Class; and in this case, inasmuch ag 
We thoy would apply to the Individuals only by indirect Indication, it is 
d ‘only. natural that they become a little weakened in their authority, on 
“that account, In the case in question, however, we find that. the whole ; 
Ga (Cake) itself i is not incapable of accomplishing | the action (ze, of being 
Ge ` offer ed); and as such there can be no ground for having recourse tan in- 
“direct. indication with regard to that word (' Ashtakapala’). If we were: 
to go on assuming such Indications, without sufficient cause (in the shape. 
"of Apparent. Inconistency and the like), then, in that, case, even those. 
. “texts that relate to. the. parts of the Cake (the "Teo seen? f.i.) wo: 
= could go on taking as indicating the. other parts; and as such these too. 
“would become weakened in their authority. , Consequently, we must 
e © admit that, . just as in the. case of the Benteñce * Dvyavadānañ Det, ; 
RK ‘the * ' Deyuvadana! €T wo-slices) je accepted. as being, by ` ‘itself, in-- 
oe ‘dependently of its parte, the material. ‘enjoined for.the Homo, am. in the’ 
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vu aame manner, the Ash{akapala Cake also could be taken up as the 
“4 material directly enjoined, by itself, independently of any of its parts _ 
= (guch as the ‘ Two-slices’ and the like); aud when the Cake has been: 
T“ taken up as a whole, if its parts come in its wake, why should any one 
“4 stop them (from coming in)? All that we insist upon is that these: 
parts do not become related (to the Sacrifice) by reason of any inherent 
"wu gapability in themselves ; and that the Injunction in question does not 
‘refer to, them. And as to the fact of the whole and the part not being 
wholly distinct from each other, that would apply as much to the other” 
“parts of the Cake as to the ‘'Two-slices’ (and henee there could be no- 
“u thing to justify us in restricting the original Injunction ‘ Agnéyak, eben? 
_“ to the offering of the ‘ Two-slices’ cut out of the Cake). ; 
p «Thus by taking the two Injunctions (‘ Agnéyah, etc.’ and ‘ Deyavadi- 
“a nanjuhoti’) together, we come to the conclusion that what they mean is 
“that (1) ‘having offered the Two-slices we should offer the Remnants ": op 
(2) “there is an option’, by which at times we could offer the whole Cake, 
© and at others the Two-slices only ; (3) or, inasmuch as the whole Cake 
“ig enjoined in the original Injunction, the offering of that (like that of 
“the Amiks&) would be more authoritative ; and as such the ‘ offering of the 

“ Tho-slices’’ could not be accepted either as rejecting it, or as an optional 
“alternative to it, or as to be offered conjoiutly with it; and hence this 
latter offering (of the ‘Two-slices’) would have to be taken as a wholly 
“distinct action by itself, in accordance with Sutra II—ii—23 ; and at this 
“action, the material (of the ‘ Two-slices *) would be taken from elsewhere, 
"ag it would have no connection with Ash{akapala Cake. For, even if this 
“latter action were related to the previous action (at which the whole 
-“ Cake has been offered), as the " Two-slices! would have to be taken from ` 
:* elsewhere (as the Cake will have been wholly offered up),—there would | 
“be all the objections due to the question as to whether this other sub- 
`M stance is to be taken conjointly with the former Cake, or-only as its 
“optional alternative. (4) Or, lastly, when it has been duly ascertained 
“that the whole of the Cake is to be taken up, and we tind that the In- . 
‘Junction with regard to the ` Two-slices `" is incapable of laying down 
“another action, on account of its laying down a mere accessory in the 
“shape of the material,—we come to recognise this latter action as per- 
taining to the aforesaid Ashfaikapala Cake (as its purificatory rite); and 
‘then; inasmuch as the purification has to be repeated as long as there isan. 


“objeot to be purified, if would become necessary for the ‘offering of the 
Two-slices’ to be repeated (just like the Jyotishtoma), for the purpose of ` 
7 prodacing, in the principal material (the Cake), the qualities laid down in 
e the Veda ; and this would become tantamount to the Puroupaksa posi-: 
“tion taken op in uira 39--that the Injunctions. in connection with the ` 
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i ep ` Two- slices’ etc., merely lay down the method’ by which the whole Cake ? 
is to be offered; as there would be no authority for the offerings to be ` 
“made of the slices cut out of the Cake, , 
"In fact the offering of slices cut out of the Cake would involve T 
“ most objectionable Parisankhya (Preclusion), Because, in that case, Uu 
7 Injunction could not have the Restrictive character ; because all parts of — 
+“ the Cake are. equally capable of being offered. If it were yet to be 
“known which one of its parts should ie offered, and then in answer to 
“that we had the Injunctions as to the offering of slices ‘ from the middle’, 
“t fromthe front half’ and so forth,—then alone could the Injunetion 
~ serve the pur poses ofa Restriction, Asamatter of fact however, the whole 
“of the Cake is known as the material to be offered; and under the cir. 
“cumstances, the subsequent specification of the “Pwo. slices’ could not 
S but be taken as precluding the use of the other parts of the Cake; and as 
_‘‘such it would be open to the three usual faults of the Preclusive Ioione, 
" tion—~vig, the hon-signification of its own meaning, ete. ete. These ` 
faults ave capable of being explained away only in those cases, where an 
" Injunction pointing to the taking of that which is sought to be preclud- 
“ed by the Injunction under consideration, is not definitely ascertained, ` 
"and has got to be assumed (on the ground of Indicative Power, ete., ebe) 
i ia the case in question, however, the Injunction of the whole Cake ( which 
‘is sought to be precluded by the Injunctions as to the offering of the 
tt Two slices,’ ete.) is fully ascertained, and has not got to be assumed ; 
“and when it is thus fully established, the said Preclusion could 
‘never be shown to be free from the said objectionable features. Hence it 
“must be admitted that there can be no offerings of slices cut out of the 
“ Cake. 7 
“Then again, if the name ‘ «Tne: ya’, as | mentioned in the sentence 
vr Boneyo’ sh{akapalak, etc’, were to be restricted in its application to the ` 
_* © Two-slicés’ meant to be offered in the sacrifice, then, in that: case, the ` 
“other portions of the Cake would cease to belong to any Deity ; aud ` 
ch Wee the ownership of the Yajaméina in these would continue intact; and ` 
‘in that case, we could never reconcile with this the Sutra DL Ze SS 
d wherein it is argned that all the sacrificial priests are equally entitled, SS 
“with the Yajamana, to the eating of the ‘Remnants’, -as the latter has 
“ceased to have any ownership over them, after SS have a been = 
aes dedicated to the sacrificial Deities. ` SS 
os, ©The following argument might. here be: brought forward Hb is e 
Wé “ Twosslices ’ alone that is related to the actual dedication to the Deitz: 
SA “but itis the whole material that is ‘spent; and the ownership ceases ae 
uu mere expenditure, anel not by. the connectiow of the giit- with the Deity. : 
$ Consequently- tigro can, be no. incompatibility of. what we hold: with the.“ 
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"nm assertions as to the cessation of the Yajanuna’ s Re of ownership over.. 
a d the b Remnants.” = : 
SÉ Bet this is not true. ee at the very time that the sacrificer ig 
a “laying out the materials, he knows full well that such and such a quantity - 
oof them would be offered; and we see no reason for assuming that he 
` gpends more than what he knows he has actually to offer. ` 
e “That is to say, at sacrifices, people spend the materials simply for: 
“the purpose of making offerings to the Deities, and not by mere lavish-- 
“eas. Consequently, whatever they may have, in excess of what is meant 
to be actually offered to the Deities, would be as unspent oa the materials 
that might be lying in the house of the Sacrificer. Nor, in the case in 
c. question, have we any Injunction for mere spending apart from the oferi ing 3 
“in fact, we find that the spending (even of that which is to be offered) is 
Es only implied by the Apparent Incousisteucy of the relationship to the 
; “ Deity (Agni) which is what is enjoined (by means of the word ‘ Agnéyah’ 
“in the sentence in question). And this Apparent Inconsistency can point 
"to the expenditure of just that much of the material which would be 
“yequired for the offering to the Deity; because there can be no incon- | 
_“ graity or inconsistency in the non-expenditure of any material over and 
“above that (which is meant for the Deities). Because in all cases what 
, “is desired is the proper completion of an Action ; and thus too, the said 
“Apparent Inconsistency can point to the Injunction of the expenditure 
“of only that much of the material as would be necessary for the proper 
“completion of the Sacrifice, and of no more than that; consequently, just 
‘aa at the time that the Corn is brought to the place of the Sacrifice, in a 
“cart, and four handfuls are taken and laid out near the altar, the 
a of the. master does not cease with regard to all the corn in the 
Beete (but oniy to those four handfuls),—so, in E same EA in me 
e? dere up, the REESEN of the sacrificer would cease with regard to the 
“ ‘ Two-slices ’ ate, only, and not with regard to the other portions of the 
Cake. | 
iS. ST he opponent might bring forward the Sa argument : ‘At. 
SH ‘the time that the Cake is laid out on the altar, it could not have 
till then been divided into the middle part, the front part, ott. and so- 
groen though the whole may not be meant to be actually offered, inas- 
“much as the parts to be actually offered have not been differentiated, 
“Sit would be necessar à: till such differentiation, to consider the whole. as 
i “spent (even though not offered), Because before such, differentation, it. 
` ` jw nob. yot known from which part of the Cake the Two-sli ices, ete, would. 
; "he ent out for the. actual offering ; consequently if tho whole were not: 
aotaally. regarded : as spent, iti is just possible - that the said soes might, 
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“be cut out from that portion of the Cake: which may aot be that whih : 
_ “had been previously considered as spent (or givon away); and this would’. 
: “involve the unauthorised anomaly of offering that which had uot 
“been considered as spent, and not offering that which had been on 
“thought, Consequently the expending (though not the actual offering). . 
`“ must be of the whole Cake (and as such the sacrificer’s ownership over 
~ “it will cease all the same, whether the whole be offered, or only a part), - 
Ke “ But it is not. so; because when a general law has been carried into ` 
“ effect, there can be no occasion for the particular one; consequently (if 
. “it ig to have any functioning) this latter must operate from the very ` 
_“ beginning (i.e. before the general law has been ee carried into 
~oe action). | : 
| “ That is to say, when a general law onco Hsien masa into action, © 
_ “it can never be set aside by anything ; consequently if the Corn has been: 
C “brought in and laid out, in regard to the Doities, for the making of: 
` “the Ashtakapala Oake, it has begnn. to he looked upon as actually. 
“offered to the Deities, and then if any portion of it be not offered, 
“with regard to that portion, we shall have committed the anomaly 
` “of not finishing what we had begun; and thus it is necessary that 
“the whole should be actually offered. If, however, it be meant to 
“qualify the said general law by the particular one, that ‘ the Two-slices- 
- “alone should be offered, —then, this must be done from the very begin- | 
“ning; and from the very beginning we must have it in our mind bat 
“ont of the four handfuls of corn that have been brought in for the ` 
`“ preparing of the Ashtakapila Cake, I am laying out, for the sake of- 
“ Agni, only that much which would be required for the making of the 
vm Two-slices; and though we do not perceive any difference (among the ` 
J “ various portions of the Corn for the Cake), yet the words ‘used for the. 
“conveying of the offering may be such as— Only that: much of thes 
Corn, as willbe required for the Two-slices, is not mine” Just as in- 
ordinary life, we find that when ont of a heap of substances, one is g : 
‘told to take. ‘as much as he likes,’ ‘no particular portion of the Cake i 
“is specified, and yet the whole is not, looked upon as spent away (by ` 
Z“ those words), so, in the case in question also (the whole heap of. the ` 
‘Corn brought in for the Cake, could hot be looked upon as ‘spent away)... 
“That we do not bring in only that much of Corn as would be required... 
“for the Two-slices only, is due to such: express Injunctions ay—' brings `. 
“in four handfuls,” “the Cake is. made of the: sizo of the horse's hoof’; ` 
"and Dn view of thess Injunctions, the *Y'wo-slices.’ offered to the: Deity = 
Nig recognized. to be only that: which. is takeriout of the: Cake of He 
* specified size, ate. ` apd hence the bringing i iu of the ‘Corn other’. fen SS 
“ that, ‘required. for thg" eo äi" “must be looked upon ag done in meré”. 
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mg obedience to the said Injunctions as to the quantity of Corn and the 
«i hize of the Cake, and not for the purpose of actually spending away 
anything more than the aforesaid ‘ Two-slices.’ | 
. Thus then, it must bo admitted that, just as in accordance with 
D ‘thie: sentence ‘brings in the corn from the cart, which qualifies the 
Di bringing in and laying out of the Corn by the fact of its being brought in | 
«the cart, though there is a large quantity of corn in the cart, yet the 
“ownership of the Sacrificer does not cease with regard to the whole 
t quantity therein; so, in the same manner, even though the whole Cake 
“would be laid out for the cutting out of it of the ‘Two-slices,’ yet the 
“ownership would not cease with regard to it (except over the slices); . 
` and thus the ownership of the Sacrifice continuing over the rest of the 
k Cake, he is quite entitled to execute, by means of that, any exchanges 
“oy purchases. (of service, ete.) ; and this could not be reconciled with 
“the declaration that the Sacrificer and the Priests are ) equally y entitled 
“to the ‘ Remnants.’ 
“The above reasoning also serves to set aside the theory that the 
“ Ashtakapala Cake becomes ‘ Agnéya’ (dedicated to Agni) by the fact 
“of its supplying the ‘Two-slices’ actually offered to that Dote, 
d Because in that case, too, there would be no justification for the spending 
“of the rest of the Cake. Nor, like the Corn, could the Cake be spoken. 
“of merely as the origin (or source) of the ‘Two-slices.’ Because the 
“Corn, by itself, is inedible, (and as such not capablo of being offered hy 
itself), and énjoited in a wholly different sentence (‘ Vrihibhiryajéta ’) ; 
* and as such it is necessarily regarded as laid down merely with reference 
“to the Sacrifice, at which, however, the only material to be offered con- 
“ gists of the Cake, which is enjoined in the original Injunction (of the 
© Sacrifice itself), and which reqüires a substance out of which it could be : 
“made; and hence the Corn could not be recognized as helping the 
! « Snorifice, except by serving as the substance of which the Cake is made. | 
“As for the Ash¢akapala Cake, on the other hand, it is quite ediblo by 
“itself, and enjoined by the original Injunction of the Sacrifice; and as 
“such it is quite capable- of helping in the Sacrifice, directly by itself ; 
; ‘specially as it is not found to be laid down as subsequont to the Injunc. 
tion of the ‘ Two-slices,’ which would be in need of the mention of a 
` ‘aubatance: out. of which it could be taken out; and hence the Cake 
` Lonnek be regarded as helping the Sacrifice, by merely serving as the 
“Substanco ont of which the ‘ Two-slices’ is taken. | 
D Under these ciroumstances, we should like to know how the Sid- 
Sahiti. meeta the arguments in favour of the whole Cake being offered.” 
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To the Ke we Gren the following ES The ee arguments 
cannot be successfully met by those who are del uded into the belief that . 
Yaga and Homa are identically the same thing. As a matter of fact, 
‘however, these are ə two distinct actions ; and on thata we base. our explana. 
tion. : 

That is to. say, if the Injunction ' SS ete., had. ES Inid down 
the actual throwing in of the offering, then, it could not be precluded by 
the Injunction in regard to the ‘'I'wo-slices’; and in that case we would 
have the offering of the whole Cake. But this throwing in could be 
regarded to be laid down by tho Injunction ‘ Agnéyah, ete., only if 
‘Yaga’ and ‘ Homa’. were identicatly the same action. As a GE of 
fact, however, these two are wholly distinct actions, as we have proved 
under the Cabdintaradhikarana (If—ii~—1); and as for the arguments 
propounded in support of this view by the Sätra itself, we shall deal with 
them under the Satra IV—ii—23; where we shall show that while 
t Yaga’ consists in the mere resigning of one’s ownership in favour of the 
` Deity, ' Homa’ consists of the throwing in of the material, ownership aver 
which has been resigned in favour of the Deity. Though there are certain 
likely objections against this view,—such, f.i, as that in this case, the 
Darga-Pirnamisa sacrifices, not being ‘ Homa,’ shonld not be performed in. 
the ‘sacrificial fire, ete., ete., ate. ; ; bat all these we shall refute under the 
pame Kütra, 

Thus then, there being a distinct difference oe the two, we 
come to the conclusion that the sentence ‘Aynéyah etc” enjoins just that 
much without which the Cake mentioned would not be " Agnéya' (“dedicated 
to Agni’); and as a matter of fact we find that for this (accomplishment of 
the character of ‘ Aynéya’) all that is necessary is that the Sacrificer 
" should resign his ownership, and that too in favour of the Deity Agni,— 
and not that the offering should be actually thrown in. Under these. 
circumstances, if we had no other sentence (suchas ‘ Dvyavadānañ 27 ‘hola’ j. 
then the action enjoined would be regarded in the following ligbt: 
“Having brought in the. well-cooked and complete Cake, prepared in: 
“eight pans, nnd placed it in a clean place (as is necessitated by. usage), 
“we should utter the words this is no, Jonger mine, ‘thereby resigning ont 
“ownership (over the Cake) in favour of the Deity ; ; and in due obser- 
< “vance of this resignation, we should never again assert our. ownership. 
a over that Cake ; for if we did assert it, we would undo the former offering 
“and would be acting a lie; specially - asin a case where. one. thinks 
"from the very beginning, of asserting his ownership, he does not gp 
E the words, this is not mine, it belongs to the Deity ; but- whan we. have: 
one resigiied our ownership in tavont of the. Deity, we ‘would got mind: 
2 ‘ what: happens. to it subsequently.’ “Phis. much having: been: ‘ascertained z 
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“to be Zndiente by the sentence in question, it would have: nothing o: 
mar regarding . what might be done next (and hence in accordance with , 
{big sentence the. Yajamina could have no SSES responsibilities with: 
“gnid, tó the cake), Te. , T 
-But at this stago ` we meet with other sentences,—sach as t upastr- 
“pati, * dvirhavishovadyati,’ ` ‘ abhighārayati, ‘ calurarattanfuhotz, and so 
“forth ; ‘and these lead us te the conclusion that ‘Two-slices ont of the - 
aforesaid, Cake should be thrown into the fire’; in fact, every one of these ` 
-sentences stands in need of a substance out of which the materials spoken ` 
‘of should: bo taken; and as such every one of them has reference to the 
dese Cake; and they do not lay down independent substances, 
Kor instance, iu the sentetice ‘ Caturavattanjuhoti, wo Dud that in- 
S SE aa the Homa has not been laid down in the previous Injunction, 
_the-sentence cannot be taken as laying down the material (Catureatin)’ 
In regard to the Homa; but as for the material Caturavatta (Fuur-slices), 
-brought about in ee with the preceding sentence (Dwirhuvisho- i 
-oadyati, which speaks of cutting the" Oake ‘twice’; and this twice- 
l witting would give rise to four-slices), we find that it stands in need of 
some purpose for which it could be used ; and henes all that tho sentence 
can he regarded as enjoining is the ‘ throwing in’ (Homa) of the ‘ Four- 
alicea”? ; aud as such it cannot be taken as laying down the ‘ Homa as 
~ qualified by the Four-slices? As for the Homa, it consists of three 
factors extending to its very completion [these factors being, (1) the 
“resigning of the ownership, (2) in favour of the Dote, and (3) throw- 
-ing into the Fire]; and hence whenever the last of these factors (Ze the 
Dhiowing. in) is laid down, there arises the question, as to whether the 
. other two factors are to be taken as enjoined independently by Injune-. 
“tions assumed through Apparent Inconsistency, or they should be: accepted ? 
Ki enjoined elsewhere (in connection with ‘some other action). And so 
“tong as- we can get at’ E in a simple way, there can be no justification: 
efor. having r recourse to a more complicated method ; and henco, in accord. 
tance with. A gnéyyadhikarana, it must be. admitted that the sentences 
“refer tothe. Ashtakapala Cake, with regard to which the two factors—of 
giving Wagon, and that to o Deity—ave already known (being laid down. 
` BC the: Seritences ` Agnes yah, sto A Nor would this Se SH EE 


Wa 
b 


Aessen to ‘the Sacrifice ` as that which i ix SE own Set the Fire; 
“Tones ne ‘at its character of being an auxiliary to the Sacrifice to Agni. 
‘Ther f mld have ‘been. panely on if the slices were thrown. 


nthe Ye to. the satire àf. Sacrifices. Tn mere? in DEE how-. 
Fa ‘And. none of. these: two. condi tions: - 
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‘Thuas thon, the sense of the whole. comes to be this: è (fie Bande 
should be performed with the Ashtikapala Cake kept i ina cer tain Place, d 
and < Two-slices out of that. Cake should be thrown: into a certain. place’. a 
cand then coming across the sentence’ ‘ at: the altar ‘one keeps the offering 
material on the grass,’ we conclude that‘ the Sacrifice should. be per- 
formed with the Cake placed on the grass at the altar’; and in accordance 
with the injunction that § the Hama is ‘offered, into the Sacr ificial: ‘Fire,’ we 
come to the conelasion: that ‘the Two-shices offering is to be throws i into 
the Sacrificial Fire.’ SS 7 : | 

Now then, there remains yet gert question to be dealt with : Tk 
this Homa (of the Two-slices) something wholly different from the previous 
Sacrifice (of the Cake), and forms a mere part of the procedure of this- 
latter? Or is it a part of the same Sacrifice, which, being stretched to 
à further point (to that Homa), becomes a little modified i in its form ? 

And on this question, we unhesitatingly declare that the latter 
alternative is the correct one, Because if it were a wholly distinct action, 
then it would have a wholly ` different material and Deity,—just as we 
find in the case of the Narishtha and other such Homas. While in the 
case in question we find that, in accordance with the Cabdantaradhikarana 
Ales Al it must be admitted that it is the same Sacrifice that, bheing . 
strotched further, develops into the Homa. i 
Nor does this involve a disappearance of the een sacrificial 
dlini ‘acter of the action, as the Homa also is a particular form of Sacrifice ; 
and though it is possible for the General to exist without the Particular, 
there is however no penny ae possible without the General. Just ns, 
when we say ‘bring the tree’; if we add ‘ of the Gimcapi, this addition is 
m no way conteadietory to the original sentence,—so, in the same manner, 
‘having said ‘ one: should: sacrifice,’ there can be no contradiction: in the’ 
subsequent addition of ‘ Homa.’ ‘Thus then, it must be admitted that 
in the case in question, it is the Sacrifice itself that is performed i in two: 
forms,—with the whole Cake: the one, that is, ‘modified. into the. Home, 
being’ perfor med with the ‘Two- slices,” and the: generic form : in: the - 
form of an offering i in a general way) being. accomplished with the ‘vest: 
of the Cake,--and both these forms of the. Sacrifice—the General anid the 
‘Particular—are accomplished at one and the same time; ga at the. very. 
time that the ` Two-slice’. offering is. being ` thrown into the Sacrificial 
‘Fire, the Fajya and the Anuvahkya ‘Mantras: (that are being recited’ at' the : 
time). ‘keep | on recalling the race of the whale Cake haring b been n previously S 
E aside for the Deities. a E 

Thus then, it must dot be thought that; ‘been. ie is CO fe ier ` 
offering only that.is wontained: in: the: Juha; (the; Offering : ‘Ladle),. ‘an 
whieh, ‘is: taken: py by, the operations knowns ‘ag: t gavann" and £ € e Pratyas 


EMA 
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i pratapa.: for being offeréd,—therefore, it is that alono`that has been ` 
— set aside for the Deities. Because what should be done by the Sacrifice. ` 
“pad the. ‘Adhvaryu Priest, ‘who ¢ are. both versed in scriptural lore, is that ` 
"äu decordance. with the injunctions of the Veda, they should jointly per- ` 
5 form. the: setting uside and the dedicating to the Deities, while the Adh- 
g varya. should perform the additional operation of throwing the ` Teo. ` 
E slice’ offering into the Five, Nor docs this additional operation pr oduee ` 
= any change of form: or ugliness i in the Sacrifice ; because, on the strength | 
“sof Vedic texts, we are led to believe (hut this additional operntion adds fo 
the beauty of the Sacrifice. For, certainly, t the fact of one foot of man: 

Bs having gone forward before the rest of the body does not make any differ. 
= enee in the man; and in the same manner, in the case in question, if the 
„one foot (part of the Sacrifice), the ‘ Two-slice’ offering, is made to go a 
“step farther, in the shape of being thrown znto the Fire, that does aes 
involve an incongruity, inasmuch as the enjoined fact of the Sacrifice 
being performed with the whole Cake will have been duly accomplished, 
all the same. Consequently we miglit take the Principal Action (Sacri- 
| fo) itself to have the said aforesaid two forms, | 
| Or, the factor of ` Yagu’ may be taken as the Principal, and that of 
Homa’ as the Subsidiary: inasmuch as in the sentence mentioning the ` 
result (i.e. the sentence ‘ Darga-Pirnamasibhyam svargaktmo yajéta’), 
we find it mentioned in direct connection with the ‘ Yaga’; and as for the 
“ Homa’. it is simply found to be mentioned in close proximity with it, 
whence it is regarded to be the subsidiary (of that Yaga). 

-Though the Homa is accepted to be out of the same material as the 
“Yaga, yet the former could be ver 'y well taken as subsidary to the latter, ` 
just like the washing, etc., of the Corn. Nor is it absolutely necessary 
that all actions that pertain to a common object should be regarded as: 
‘equally. Primary in their character ` as we actually find all. purificatory 
ites (which are admitted to. be subsidiaries) pertaining to the same object 
‘as. the: ‘Primary Sacrifice’; there being some of these rites that are per: — 
: formed” before, and some ‘after, the performance of the Primary Buer. 
foe; 3 while some are done simultaneously with this latter. 

me people declare thus: “The Homa under consideration (+ EH 


A, 
H 


ú thabat the.: Two- slices’ ') is of the nature of those purificatory rites 
A Hat. are done after the Primary Sacrifice, as this Sacrifice, in the 
Z sha ge of dedicating the material to the Deity, iS found to have been- 
d ‘eoltipleted at: the time that the material is laid out on the altar.” 

“But this is not correct ; because the Sacrifice, that is to be performed 


wi the’ e cannot. bo. o- completed : by means. of m Corns: in the 


‘plished. at: the time af the babii out at the Cor Wi Wen, in th ub. ase, if, S 
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i After’ that, the material should be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there could. - 
“be no need of bringing ina fresh supply (as the Sacrifice having Deen. ` 
completed there would: be no further need); and this. would. be a direct — 
contradiction of what is said undor Sutra ‘Vi—iv—2; and also of what the ` 
‘Bhashya says in connection with the animal that has been killed at. the ` 
‘Sacrifico— it is protected as belonging to somebody else, as it would, in. 
time, be connected with the Deity. (to whom it should be offered).” Hence: 
it mnst be admitted. that, at the time of the laying out of the materials 
all that is done, in the way of offering it, is the determination to give, in. 
the words ‘TI shall offer this to such and such. a Deity,—and not the. 
actual Sacrifice; as this latter, which has for its- procedure the aforesaid 
offering, and consists of the making of that offering to a certain Deity, is : 
found to be duly completed only at the time that the material is actually 
thrown into the Sacrificial Fire; and hence it is only at this time that- 
the Sacrifice is accomplished by means of the whole Cake; and the ` fico- 
slices, whiclt is a part of that sacrificial auxiliary (in the shape of the 
Cake), is purified by means of the ‘throwing into the fire,- which is a 
subsidiary of the Principal Sacrifice. | 
Thus then, inasmuch as the due accomplishment of the Sacrif ive 15 
accompanied (or marked) by the said ‘throwing in’ (or Homa}, before this 
latter is done the Sacrifice must be looked upon as incomplete; aud hence 
if the material be destroyed, spoilt or stolen (before the Home has been 
dons), it is only right that another supply of the material should he 
brought in. For even though the Homa is a sanctificatory rite, yet it is 
“not absolutely incapable of boing tho means of having fresh materials 
brought in; specially as even such- offerings as the Svishtukrt and the 
like will be shown to be incapable of justifying the bringing in of fresh 
` materials, on the sole ground of the saonice die been anly completed. 
(even before these offerings), ` 
If, however, this ‘ throwing i in’ (Homa) were the Primary action, 
- then the Darga-Pirnamasa would be spoken of as Homa’ (and not as 
Sa Yiiga’); and further, inasmuch as no: Primary actions are ever. found | 
S = be Betreier to the Modifications of Sacrifices, - there could be no’ 
+ Homa’ in the Saurya and other. modifications of the. Darga. Parndgisa P 
` and as such at these, the materials would- have to be offered, without. 
being. thrown into the Sacrificial | Fire.. Whereas in case the Homa is 
~ taken as subsidiary, there would be a transferonce of this into those. modi- 
` fications, and so the offorings : at these would havo to. be thrown into e 
` Sacrificial. Fire. ` | EC - SE 
An for those - Tee E tiginatively lay down. the Homa 
itself, ‘even: though the. factor of “Sacrifice” would. form the “first. half 
“of such ‘actions, yet it ‘would. be this latter that would. constitute ‘their: 
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` Boul.” “Or, in these cases, the. Sacrifice’ may be takon as subsidiary to 
phe: Hamás; ag Tu these cases the factors of “giving away’ and ‘ dedicating 
hor the’ Deity.” ‘may be taken as implied by the ‘Home’ itself. In the case. 
‘of the ‘originative Injunctions of Sucrifiers, on the other hand, inasmuch. 
as as tho two. factors of ‘ giving away’ and | ‘dedicating to the Deity’ are 
“abeady. ‘pointed ı out by the mention of ‘Sacrifice’ itself, the subsequent ` 
mention of * Homa’ comes to be taken as pointing out. only the third. 
‘factor of ‘throwing in, —just as in the case of the sentences ‘ Ahavaniyé 
“gupagakala hotavyðh. And thus it is established that the Homa is Hio 
wiist to the Sacrifice. de: 
oo, Stich being the case, we find that the Cake is Sentier in connec. 
tion with the ‘ Yaga’ (t Sacrifice "1. and not in conucetion with the Homa ; 
and the Homa also is laid down for the ‘Two-slices, and not for the. 
“whole Cake; and hence the Homo comes tu bo recognized as being done 
¿with the ‘Two-slices’ only, and with uo more of the Cake. Then as 
for the whole Cake, inasmuch as it has been given aunty (or dedicated) - 
tothe’ Detty, evon though it be not thrown into the Fire, it is only natural: 
‘that the Sacrificer should not look upon it as his ‘own’; nov would there 

be any of the objections attendant upon Preclusions. i 
<.. Consequently, the operations, that are laid down as to be done with 
the. f Remnants, would be duly accomplished by means of the Rem- 
nants. ` left after the ‘T wo-slices ' ete. have been cut out of the Ouke. — 

— Or, we might even go so far as to declare that there is no difference 

between the ‘Yaga’ and the ‘ Homa’: ; as both form the fore and hind 
-parts of the same action ` just. as we find in the case of the God Narasimha 
_(Man-Lion, who has the head of the lion and the body of Man). 


ADHIKARANA (15). | 
[The Svishtakre should be peri for med out of all Remnants) 


Sätra (42): “Inasmuch as. the ‘Actions do not ‘tena 
=. “to the. bringing in (of materials), they should be. 
- “performed out of one (Remnant) only: P 
“as the Remnant is a secondary factor. SE 


` Wo have found that after the offerings have been thrown into the: 
Sacrificial Five, there are left behind the Remnants of the materials - 
and we now proceed to consider how, in what manner, the Svishtaket 
and other offeri ‘ings are to be made out of these Remnants. 

[The question is as to whether these actions should be done with 
every one of the materials, or with only any one of them]. 

Inasmuch as the opponent thinks the actions in question to be 
primar y ones, he puts forwar d the following — 


PURVAPAKS HA. 


ZS ‘They should be done with only one of the materials. Even though. 

S * these actions are prim: ary actions, yet, if the materials had been brought 

‘in solely for the sake of these actions, then, for the sake of paying 
"` regard to all of those’ materials, even though the Sacrifice would be ~ 
“ accomplished by méans of any one of the materials, like the slices. cut ` 

‘out of the aninal hody, yet we would have. connected the Sacrifice 
‘with every one of the mater 1als, As a. matter: of fact, however, it in 
‘not so; as the actions in question. do not tend to the bringing . in of RS 
‘materials. (for the sake: of themselves) ; and hence, just asin the - 
“case of the- Tushopavtipa-kapala, so Im. the case in question also; bar 
“actions would be performed with any: one of the materials SR, Ge a 


ër roi: o Also because oft the sanctification haying ` 
e SE “been. accomplished, a a EE 
Ee The actions: in question, even if. they. are merely. sanctifiontory, rites, = 
' acoomplish only. such ‘sanctification of the Principal: Action, | ‘as. ig not © 
‘perceptible to the sensed ; ‘and inasmuch. ag such a sanctification would = 
be daly Accomplished by. the d offering ‘of thë. Remnant s out of a Fagio- R 
‘material, ‘there would: be no need of. Any: other. material, 5 “s 
` | “Then as ‘for’. the: word ‘ sake”. (itt: the: E “sabe” ‘sabre 
sulehtabrt o ads Ke r Kach to, Ce ak mie: other, inagninel ` * 


Ee WEEN D 
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“44 gg the: singleness would be daly observed only by the offering of all the’ 
mG ‘materials, i in the manner of a singlo action, thore would be no need for 
nm the, mention of * once ` D sakrit’). l = 
SH et Or, the Yatra may be explained as that the offering of the EE ) 
: D i would: have. been out of all the materials, only if they were sanctificators H 
; D actions ; as a matter of fact, however, they arè not so, inasmuch as the 
A "Romante are already sanctified by means of other puriticator y rites. 
ee might be argued that even if it were so, there would be nothing 
“ik wrong in having yet another purificatory rite perfor med. And in reply. 
“to this also. we have the Sūtra itself, taking this to mean that, (that is. 
“not possible) og (be time for pur ificaiions has passed of, that is to say, the 
“u material stands in need of purifications, only so long as it has noto 
uv been utilized ; consequently, after the completion of the Principal Sacri- 
“fice (at which a certain material has been used), there can be no need 
Se for any farther purificatory rites per formed with regard to that material ; 
“and as such there can be no farther occasion for any such rites.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Set nu: “They should be done out of all materials : 
-a8 the reason applies equally to all; and also bè- 
` -. eause the sanctification is for that purpose. 


` According to the. definition given in Sätra IT —i—8, the Actions in 
Eege are | merely purificatory in their nature; and among 7 Purifica- 
tory actions ’ also, they belong to the sub-class of ‘Pratiputti? (or Actions 
of Disposal), in accordance with the Stra [V—ii—1l9; and as anch 
these are required by all the materials concerned, as all of these have ` 
equally ‘served their purpose in connection with the Principal Sacrifice. 
Though it is quite trae that these actions do not tend to bring i im ang 
oe yet inasmuch as these actions themselves ure such as are 
brought about by the substances (Remnants) under. questitn, they cannot . 
bet pertain bo all of these, _ Even when the Principal Sacrifice has been 
“duly: completed, if we find the Remnants of the materials offered at it, . 
there: arises a desire to know in what way. these should be disposed. of, 
“and. AS ‘such. it is only. right. that we should have the Injunctions as Lo 
the: particular deg A throigh., which the said Remnants are to. be 
disposed of. Ss Es EE EE Zb 


= gp me “Also because we TT indications oy 

3 ae | certain words). = ce | 
si Int the aentonce ` at sakit swistakrtë avadyati we find that ‘the 
Repetition . GC? "2egkrt! ‘(onee) - In “explicable only; if DIN cutting’ (lavas 
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~ dna Sek he takon as E be don er of ‘ail he EE and bhatt too only 
“for offerings, which are merely sanctificatory.in their character. ` D i 
= These Sütrus also serve the pur pose of showing the uses of ‘the , 
$ foregoing Adhikarana. Tliat-is to say, the question being, that—if for 
the sake of the offerings: of Remnants, the Purvapakshi also should admit: 
`of the fact of the whole material not being given away (at the Principal 
Sacrifice), what would be the use of all the discussion in the foregoing. 
.Adhikaraņa ?—the answer to this is to be taken as supplied hy the Saray 
_ (of the present Adhekarana); explained in the manner shown above : 
That is to say, inasmuch as, according to the Pirvapaksha, the materials. 
| would not tend to bring about the offerings in question, these latter would | 
havo to be done out of a single matorial; and in that case, the material 
of the Svishtakrt would .have to he oa forcibly from the Principat 
Sacrifice; and as the single offering would have completed the whole. 
offering (to Svishtakrt), the whole material would be purified by that, 
and there would be no need of the offering being made out of the other 
materials, “Whereas, in accordance with the. Siddhanta, the fact of all. 
the materials equally tend to the offerings in question, as also that of ` 
- certain words of the Vedic texts being indicative of it,—distinctly point, 
to the view of the Siddhanta (that the offerings are to he made out of ai: ` 
the materials), which appears as the useful conclusion arrived at by the ` 
help of the foregoing Adhikurana; just as in the Adhitarane SE , 
with the Paurnamasi Sacrifices. 7 | 


ADHIKARANA A (16), 


“(The Offerings of ge Svistakrt and the rest should be made ont of ` 
a the First Material! 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


Sūtra (46): “If the offerings were to be made out of | 

| . “one only, then they could be done out of any one 

that one might like; as all of them are equally 
“capable of being used.” | 


(Admitting, for the sake of argument, that tho said Offerings are to 
be made out of a single material, there arises the question as to whether 
they should be done ont of the first, or out of any of the Remnants that 
we might like to utilise ;—and on his we have the Parvapaksha as laid 
down in the Sūtra. 
~- Thongh the word meant to be nsed was ‘yithikamyam,’ yet, inas- 
muck as it is meant to be a qualification of Buddhi (Idea), it is spoken of 
in the Feminine gender; and as such we have the Feminine ending ‘fish, _ 

‘in accordance with the Sūtra ‘shidgaurdidibhyagea’? (Pānini, 1V—i—41) ; 

and then there being an elimination of the ‘ya’ of the ‘shyañ’ affix, in ` 
‘accordance with the Sdira ‘ e (Panini VI—iv-—150), we 
| Si the form ‘ yathakami.’ 7 | 


SIDDHANTA. 


A Sitra an): They must be done out of the principal 
: material, as that is the first (to present itself), 


; The Offerings of Remnants are due to the ‘existence of the Remnants, 
‘as a le to the necessity of doing what is enjoined in the Veda; and hence, — 
e they come to be related to that material which. happens to be mentioned ` 
first: ‘(before the other materials) in the scriptural . text bearing upon ` 
the question ; Andas, at that time, there would be iio incongruity in the - 
=affering being made out. of that material, it is directly made. And when. 
"Eis bes been done, the injunction has been carried into effect, and hence its 
: injuiietive fanetion ceases forthwith; and there being no-resson for the 
e offering: of any otlier Remnants, if such offeri ings were made, they would - 
"be Incompatible with the sense of the Injunction. < Consequently, The are 
d “not: to Misc, SC 
SASL- 


` ADHIKARANA (17). 
: [The division of the Cake is for the purposes of enting.) 


Sütra (48): o Inasinuch as the E is not found 
= “to be mentioned, the word §‘ Dina’ should be taken 
“in the sense of ‘ Purchase’ (or Exchange).” 


~~ ‘In connection with. the Quartering of the Cake, we find the parts 
‘pointed out as ‘ Idam Brahmanah’ etc. And there arises the question as to 
how these parts come to be pointed out as belonging to the Brahma and 
others ; and it being found that these sentences lay down giving of the 
‘parts to the priests, there arises the question as to whether this Giving 
_is laid down simply as a means of purchasing the services of thosc 
Priests, who could do anything they liked with the portions of the Cake 
received by them,—or it is laid down for the due fulfilment of the action of 
Disposal (of Remnants), which is accomplished by their being eaten by 
the Priests. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ The giving is laid down as the means of the purchasing of their ser- 
‘vices. Because in the case in question we do not find any such senten- 
“ces as, ‘ Yajamdnapancama idām bhaksayanti,’ laying down either the 
"mr predominance of the material, or the actual Hating of that. Conse- 
“quently, inasmuch as Materials are accessories to Sacrifices, and as. they 
-“ are found to be given to only those that have been connected with: ‘the. 
"7 performance of the sacrifice, it must be admitted that, even though: there 
“is no direct declaration of Purchase, yet the giving of the. Cakes, like; 
“ that of the Sacrificial Fee, cannot but De EE as ser ving, the EE 
Ge Ga the said Seet , S 


Sūtra mm 66. Also because. ofi these veing oratsi as 

euch? o | e 
Py ‘We find the Giving of the Cakes enlogised as— gh vat d Dargogtr ; 
” namfsayordakshing Rtvijam utsthakdvint’; "7 and there can be no age 
`“ that this pertains to the purchase. (of the ser vices of the Pr iesta)? | 


CAKE: DIVISION oR EATING. 1443" 
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` Siitra (60): It must be for the purposes ‘of eating ; 3 
-because as regards the material, they are all equat, ` 


. The Divison of the parts of the Cake among the Priests is not for the 
SE purposes. E the Purchase: because i in all cases we find that a Purchase is. 
` effected by something belonging to one’s self; and when tho Cake has 
been giyen away to. the Deities, there is no person having any sort of 
i e over it, | 
That is to say, See as the whole Cake has been given away 
: to. the Deity, the Sacrificer is no longer its owner; and as such he bag 
-as much ownership over it as the Priests, Brahma and the rest; con- 
“sequently just as these latter could not make any gifts of the Cake, eu 
" too the Sacrificer. Consequently if he were to effect a purchase (by giving ` 
"the Cake i in exchange for the services rendered), lie would be asserting his 
rights of ownership over it; and thereby he would be undoing the gift ‘that 
_he has previously conveyed to the Deity. For these reasons, we cannot. 
> admit the giving to be for the purposes of Purchase. — 
_ Then there remains the question—" On what grounds'do you take it. 
“to be for the purposes of Hating Hei 
=- ` And to this we offer the following answer : — , 
` ` We have already explained that the Liga (or Indicative face) of a- 
thing consists of its capability ; aud this is admitted, on all hands, to be 
_ the means of ascertaining the use to which that thing is to be put; then 
_ there can be no doubt that. the Cake is capable of being euten, as it is found 
(o be so- by its very nature. — | 
_. “The Bhäşyu has made the declaration —* We have never seen the Brahma 
und other priests in any way helping the parts of the Oake.” But this is not 
` quite proper; as they aro actually found to help them in their Disposal, 
-Then goes on the Bhasyu with another declaration—‘ On the other hand, we 
find the Parts of the Cake helping the Priests’; and this too is not proper; op 
“In that case the giving would come to be for the purposes of the Purchase 7 
` oa, (1) it is not by being eaten alone. that the Cake could help them, —it ` 
oo might help them, in some way or other, even merely by being taken. 
S bone: (2) as it will be explained i in all cases, that the Hating:is meant as a 
i purificatory of the material (and not as helping the Priests) ; and (3) the 
-Buking is not spoken:of as boing left. off, on the occasion of any Penance,. 
"gie, and certainly all things connected with d Mun  himeelt would cer- . 
“tainly ceage on such occasions. : K Les 
SE CH these reasons, we “pana. explain the: Bisyo. in SCH following : 
i Manner: There is-no donbt that there is a Disposal of. the ‘parts of the: 
S ‘Cake; bet still, when we come ‘to seek: for’ He spedial: purpose aerved by: 
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; ‘the rion of ` the ere (of this Disposal, i i > thie Pricsta only), we. 
conclude that the purpose of this lies in the fact of the action bringing 
- about a certain ‘purificatory power in those performers; because so long ag 
owe! ‘ean find a visible ‘purpose, we can have no authority for assuming | 
an. -imperceptible one. And there cau be no doubt that the purificatory ` 
` rite that is most intimately connected with the performer is he Hating; 

. and hence even if they were to carry their shares home, unless they would 
eat them, they would not bring about any effects in themselves; conse- 
quently, howsoever far they might carry them, it is ee necessary 
. that they should at last eat them. 

: Thus then, (1) inasmuch as there would be no reason for passing 
over the first of such rites that is cognised,—(2) as the capability (of tho 
Cake itself), and the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging to 
` such and snch Priests, distinctly point to the necossity of the Hating that 
©- has been commenced,—we conclude that. it is the Eating that helps 
‘the Priests, Brahma and others. As for the ‘Remnant’ that stands in 


need of Disposal, its natural capability shows that the best manner of its 
` disposal consists of its being Haten. 


Sūtra (51): Ae for the said Praise of the Giving, it is 
Kg $ due to the said pointing o out. 


| As for the above-quoted enlogy—' Bsha- -Daksind,’ it must be ex- 
< plained, as refering to the desirable effects that follow in the wake of the 
- Eating, or as due to the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging 
a e Brahma, and thus bearing some sort of a similarity to the Sacrificial 

Fee (Daksina). 
For these reasons, it must be admitted to be fully established that 
Ps thie Injunction with reference to the Division of the Cake, is for tho pur- 
| ag of its being Eaten (by the Priests), 


Thus ends the Fourth Pada of Adhyaya III. 


` ADHYAYA IIL 
PADA V. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


` [Tho EE of the Suzstakrt, ete., are not to be formed with the ` 
Butter in the Dhruva-vessel, ete., etc.] 


Sutra (1): (The Offering of the Remnants should be made) out 

-of the Butter also; (1) because of the mention of 

E 66 TA 

© -We now proceed to deal with the suppression of the too oxtensive 

application of the law propounded in Sūtra UI—IV—4-4, 

_ [In connection with the Darga-Piirnamisa, we have the sontence 
‘uttardrdhat Svistakyté samavadyati,’ ` Idamupahvayati,’ and so on, laying 

doen the various Offerings of Remnants. And with regard to these senten- 

ces, thore arises the question as to whether the Svistatrt offering, herein 

. laid down, should, or should not, be made out of the Butter used at the 

i Upūmçuyäja.] 

-© And the Sutra recalls, from the Sitra TH —iv—t4, the EC l 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


oe “(The offering in question must be made out of the said Butter), as 
Gt is only then that we could justify the subsequent description ‘out of 
‘all materials,’ which mentions ali materials, without any exception (and 
“hence the se out of the Butter moe not be in kocping with the 
Zz g REES ie e ` 


e ` Sūtra "a (2) o Also because of the reason,” 
` WA have a historical ‘narrative in the Veda (“The Deities said to 
Boat carry. offerings to usi he replied, I crave the boon of having: 
' “a share in the sacrificial. offerings ; they said--name it; he replied—may 
8 they offer to. me, one by one, the slices out of the latter half )--which shows - 
— the reason for which offerings are made to Svistakrt ; and there can be 
a “nö doubt, that this reason is as applicable. to the. case of Butter as ta: 
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“any, “other ‘materials ; ; as Ehe reason: given is that—! because Soistakrt: 
“carries the Offerings to the gods, he craved the boon of a share in the- 
Ke offerings’ ; and as a matter of fact, we- find that the Butter also has been 
.“ carried by him to the Deities of the Upameuyaja ; and it. follows. from this : 
. “ that he enous have an n offer’ ing out of this Butter also.” 
sūtra (3): (8) sé Bovis. in EE to a certain + (action) 

Ps “we find the word ‘samavatta, ” : 
“The, word < ‘Ekasmin’=in regard to a certain action; or T: may 
“mean that, according to you, the Siddhänti, if a single matérial bn 
“ent out for the offering to Svigtukrt, then there would be no sense in the 
“word ‘Samavatta,’ which signifies ‘being cut out together with other. 
“ materials; whereas accordiug to us, inasmuch as the Butter would also 
“be cut out and offered to him, along with the other materials, the word 
“+ Samavatta’ would be quite relevant and compatible. l 

=- “We now proceed to show where this word ‘Sameavutta’ is actually 
“found: we have a Sacrifice laid down in the sentence, ‘ Addtyah prayuni- 
“ yagoarurbhavate ’: and in connection with this same Sacrifice, we find 
me the declaration, ‘tyyusyainam carumabhipuryäjyabhāägāh Pathyadayac- 

“catasro dévatd yashtavyah’, which lays down four sacrifices, which, by 
“reason of their having the same material as the Upd@meuyaja, must 
“be regarded as the modifications of this latter; while the Sacrifice 
“laid down in the first sentence—i.e. the Adityacurn Sacvilice—is the 
“ modification of the Agnéya- Sacrifice; and in connection with this 
“last Sacrifice, we find the declaration, ‘ Agnayé Svishtakrté samavad vol: SN 
“and if only one part of the Caru were to be offered to Svistakrt, then we- 
“ should have had the word ‘avadyati’; whereas if the offering be made 
“also out of the original Butter used at the. Upiimguydja, then in this. 
“latter case also the Sacrificial offering would have to be made; and this. 
“ necessitating the cutting ont (and offering) of both the Ours and the” 
Butter, the use of the word ‘Savadyati' ‘becomes fully justified. . For. 
“this reason, too, it must be admitted that the Offer mgs of. Remnants ge: 
“to he made c out of the Batter. Ser age SE ie 


7 Sūtra w: "oi s6 Boonies we fnd KI ` Arthaväda op 
a _ Svistakrt with reference to the Butter.” RE 


via 8 We. find the passage— Avadaya. avaddya dhruvam praty yabhightna- i 
EI yali; Svishtakpte:‘vaddya na pratyabhighārayjati” (‘Having made och. 
offering, one refills the Dhruva vessel, but when-he has made. the offering S 
“to Svishtakrt,. be does not refill it’); ; and in, this the word’ t prāti. (in: S 
Se pratyabhighara yati 5. * Refills’): distinctly: shows that: the offerings’ ree: e 
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Gb ferred to’ are those taken ont of the Dhruva vessel, as is also justified by ` 
"mn the very nature of this vessel itself, which is apparently found to be meant, ` 
e to serve the purpose of holding the offering materials. And hence it 
S follows- that the offering that: is made to Svistakel, is also taken out of ` 
“the Dhruva; as is shown by the prohibition (in the passage quoted) of | 
the. Refilling of that vessel, after the offering to Svistakrt has been 

a made, And then again, the distinct injunction, that ‘there should be no | 
offerings after that to Svishtakré’, also indicates that the previous Res. 
me fillings (spoken of as following after each offering has been made) were 
soley for the sake of (being Sech to) Sristakyt, Consequently, in- 
“accordance with the Sūtra ‘Tatstma@iyitl, ete? it must be admitted- 
e Hai the plone of Remnants should be performed out of all the ` 
: materiala,” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (5): There being no Remnant (of the Butter), dr ` 
~ . could not be so;--the absence of Remnant being 
due to the whole of it having been taken up. 


i The offerings of Remnants are made only when there is a Remuant, 

left of the material used at the Principal Sacrifice, As a matter of fact, 
ve find that there is no Remnant left of the Butter used at the dee. 
yaja; for the simple reason that the whole of it dog been taken up by the 
Sacrifice, — | 
_ By the next Sūtra we proceed to See w rhy. the whole of the Butter i is 
taken up. : 


Sūtra (6): There could be no ‘Remnant? in the Dhru- 
vü; because this belongs in common (to many actions). ` 
- In the Dhruva, there can be no ‘ Remnant’ of the Upamgu-yaja; (1) 
, because the Butter that is brought in it is not related exclusively to any ` 
‘particular action; and hence all actions that are to be done with Butter, 
-aro done out of Du Butter in the Dhruva: as is E authorized br ` 
m sentence ‘Sarvasmar vå tad grhyatē, ES 
“ae. Kor the Tattiris yas also (though they have no such text as ‘ Sarvasmai. 
SC? atad grh yate’ ), we find that the Upāmçuyāja is mentioned in the course of | 
“the: mention of such actions as the. Upastarana, Abhigharana and the 
ke: and, hence the sentence ‘ upastrnannabhighäruyannäjyasya gaan" ` 
"bugs that the. Ae (Batter) ; iS A material E in common to all: 
These: actions. Ge 
aS E And then, i in the case of all SE that are common Se oner? 1. An. 
Assembly, a. Forest-picnic, Company-dinners, and guch: other things,—we.. 
‘find; hat when the share of one bas heen taken away by him, hisconnec og" 
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: with the material ends then and there; and to the rest of the. thing, the- 
‘remaining owners are entitled, and as such. that cannot be spoken of as the 
-1 Remnant’ of the share taken away ; and consequently, i in such cases, the S 
rest of the material, not having served its purpose, could not stand in 
need of Disposal. When, however, all the persons entitled have taken tp 
their. ‘respective portions, then. there does arise a need for Disposal, bat 
that too in keeping with the common character of the material. Thus then 
in the case in.question, when a portion of the Butter in the Dhruva is 
taken out for the purposes of the Upameu-ydja, there is no ‘Remnant’ 
of the portion of that Sacrifice; as the rest of the Butter it: the vessel has 
still got to serve its purpose in connection with the subsequent actions of 
Upastavana, Abhighdrana, and the like; and it is admitted on all hands that 
the Offerings of Remnants are merely meant to be the Disposal of mate- 
rials that have served all the purpose that they had to serve, and are no 
longer required; and as such they could not take up those materials 
_which have yet to serve certain purposes. For theso reasons it must be 
ndmitted that there can be no‘ Remnant’ (of Butter) in the Dhruva. 

_As for the common ‘Remnant’ that would be left after all the said 
actions have been completed, we have an altogether different Disposal laid 
down for that,—in the form known as ‘ Samashtiyayuhk.’ If this (€ Samash- 

_{iyajuh’) also be regarded as an independent EE Action, just like 
the Upasturana and the rest (and not as a mere ‘ Offering of Remuant’), 
then, in that case, the. presence of any ea in the Dhruva would be 
all the more impossible (as the ‘ Samashtiyayu’ is distinctly laid down as. 
consisting of the offering of all the Butter that might be found in the - 
Dhruva, after the Upasterana and the other actions have been done). As 
‘a matter of fact, however, we can quite reasonably take this Samashti- 
yajuh as a mere Action of Disposal; (1) as, on referring to the text of the 
Taittirīya, we find that it is originatively related to another action ; (2) 
and as, being mentioned as ‘ Homa’, it cannot be regarded asa Sacrifice. 
: And then, inasmuch -as this Action is laid. down as taking up all the 
_ Butter in the Dhruva, it naturally precludes the performanco of all the 
other: Offerings of Remnants. Hence, too, it must. he admitted that. tasto 
-can be no Remnant i in. the Dhruva. SC i | 


“sūtra (7): Though it is taken out in the Juhi, yet t it Za is 
| ., the whole of that that as connected with the. Homa: 

The opponent might argue, that“ there’ ip. a portion: of the: ‘Butter 
i a “baken out inthe Juha, exclusively for being offered in the: Upamen-yaja; a 
x and. ‘there would bes Remnant of that. attached. to: the’ Juba, —just. ag. 
“6 there ia of the Sora in the yessele and cups.” ` ‘But this fa not ‘possible;” 
“dpecause itis the whole. of. that Butter Dn the. Juhi). that. is. laid: down as. 


pari 
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to be offered i in the Homa, by the Injunction ‘ catur avattait juhoti’s = and we 
“have already shown, in connection with the Caru ‘meant for the Upadhiina, 
‘that that: which is laid down for one purpose cannot be rightly used for. 
| another. ` For this reason there can bo no ‘ Remnant ` Im Une Juha either. 


EZ ®: obj. a A in the cups (soit would be possible 
z -in the Juhü also)” 


E is argued that— Though the Soma in the cups is laid down as to 
a bè offered in Homa, yet we always find Remnants of it in those cups; and 
n similar ly, we could have a ‘Remnant’ in the Juhi also (in the case in 
u question). Me 
And we have got to refute this argument (which we proceed to do in 
the following Sūtra). 


Sūtra (9): It is not so; because (in the case of Soma) 
| there Ze no infringement of the Injunction; and 
also because it is brought up simply as an offering 
material (and not as connected with Homa). 


The case in question is not similar to that of the Soma; because in the 
case of the latter, it is brought up into the Vessels and Cups, simply by 
-way of being laid out as mere offering materials; and as such there is no 
Homa of it,—-as we shall explain in the Adhikarana on the eating of the 
‘Soma-remnant (Sutras 1Ii—v—l19 et seg) And hence for one, who would ` 
refute the infr ingement of Injunction brought forward in Sūtra THI —v—. 
19, there would not be a Homa of the whole quantity of the Soma; and as. 
“such, in this case, there would be no incompatibility, either with the fact 
of the Offering of Remnant being found to serve another purpose, or with 
the fact of its being taken from all quarters in accordance with such sen- 
tences as ‘ Somasyāgnë vihi, etc.’, or with the names given to the Cups, in - 
Me sentences ‘ Sarvatah parihāram açvinam bhakshayati' (where ‘Acvina’ 
is the name of one of the ten Cups); while every one of these facts would 
have been contradicted if the whole of the Soma were offered (and no 
“Remnant was left). | 

so - Or (‘codanavivodhat ’ may be oxplained i in » the following manner)——In 
the | cage of tle Soma, the non-offering of the whole is not found to infringe 
“any. Injunction ; and as such, in view of this ‘non-infringement,’ the 
‘whole As ‘not offered. In the case in question, on the other hand, we find . 
“the: non-offering of the whole of the Butter to be contradictory to a dis- 
-tinct Injunction. . And it ig this non-infringement (in the ease of the Soma) 
“that is the reason. for there being. a Remnant i in the Cups. Such i is 3 the: 
alban Batra: Or ere ee ee EN | 
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SS “The Bhasye did not. bring forward. the case of the ‘ ‘Cups,’ before it 
9 i introduced the present Sutra; and hence, i in that CASO, it is necessary ‘to 
` assume an Objection-Suts ‘a,—showing that the: existence of the material 
` "ie not necessarily accompanied by the offering of the whole of it, and then 
` to supply the answer to that (assumed. Qatra), And this answer is that, 
in the case: of the Soma, we would have a Remnant in accordance with 
another declaration to that effect; whereas in the case in question, we have 
no such other Declaration (and hence there would be no Remnant); and 
© thas the reason ‘ Hoiasamyoyat’ (‘because of connection with Homa ‘) 

` being qualified by— while there.is no declaration to the contrary, ‘—there 
ean be no flaw in the reason given. | 
NW Or.again, in Sūtra 7, we could substitute the word * ca’ in the place 
K of ‘tu,’ and then take the Sutra as embodying an ‘objection brought. for- 
` wand by the Purvapakshi; and those who would take the Sutra thus 
d would have to cite, in support of their contention, the instance of the 
‘Cups’; and then Oütra 8 would be taken as recalling that instance. 
. And, in this case, the sense of Sütra 7 would be thus: .—The opponent hav- 
ing urged that—‘because of its being taken out in the Juha, there 
= would be a Remnunt, as in the case of the Cups’,—the reply is that, ‘that 
` is connected with Homa’; and this has already been explained above. 


` Sütra (10): The word ‘all! applies to that which exists 
-  — (in the case in question); because the word pertains to 
those alone that have been mentioned in connection 
(with the case). 


As for the eegen reference E in the sentence ‘ Sarvébhi w 

_ havirbhyak’,—areference which is based upon a previously indicated possi- 

- bility (of the offering of ‘all materials’),—we take the ‘all’ referred, to | 
be that which we perceive in thé case in question ` because in any case tho 
word ‘all’ can only be used relatively with reference to things that may S 
` appear in the present eonpertion ; as it is absolutely impossible ‘to speak . 
anything of the Absolute All; and as such. our view is not incompatible... 
‘with this. use of the word ‘all’ ` Thus. then the words * Sarvebhyah 

havirbhyah’ must be taken to refer to those: materials which, on account. 
. of their being reranatits of those, are- capable of Disposal, or. those that ` 
exist merely: as Remnants of: the — materials. are Sutra oo 
» Dee See in Butze D" : oe 


E (4): The othe er Ze , based upon’ a 1 partioular genus: : 


i < Abi in the: previous case, 30 in the present. one also, the, word ‘saméva-: 
Za en: mere: n np reference ; and. as. such. it: “gould: apply, tor 
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“the. Batter ‘also; consequently, when the Qaru would be cut up (for 
-h being offered), that would inevitably involve the culling up—even though - 
“not desired —of its parts also, on account of these being intimately mixed- 
aps ` Consequently ‘the prefix ‘Sam’ (iu ‘ Samavadyati’) should be- taken’ 
os a. moro’ descriptive reference based upon the fact of the two subtly. 
“mized | up.genuses (of Caru and Butter).. [This meets the Pirvapuksha ` 
argument contained in Sätra (3)). Nos © 


sūtra (1a): The last refers to the non -emptiness (of the 
vessel). 


The iit argument that has been brought forward by the Par vupakeha: 

: (in Sitra 4), is that based upon the Arthavada with regard to the Svishiukrt. 

“But that is quite explicable in accordance with our theory also, as indi- 
cating non-emptiness. That is to say, in the sentence ‘ Seishfakrle-vudayan : 
“na pratyabligh@rayatt’, the ‘avadinu’ (‘offering " spoken of must be 
-taken as that ‘ cutting’ which is made out of that material from which it 
is actually made, or from which it can be done. As a matter of fact, we find 
that this " Avadānu’ is capable of being done out of such materials as the 
Cake and the like ; while what is done ont of the Dhruva is only the action 
“of Upastarana and Abhiyhdrana. Nor do we find the Avadana out of the 
Dhruva connected with the Dative (in e Svishtukrté’). Specially as even: 
‘though some other substance may have been offered to the Deity, yet 
the Dhruva would stand i in need of § Refilling’ (‘ Pratyabhighārana ') for 
“the sake of the actions of Upastarana and Abhiyh@rana, in connection with 
-which it has been found to be useful. And thus there would be a use for 
the Dhruva, before the Svishtakrt offering, even after the other offerings 
: have been made, and hence with each offe ring, it should be refilled ; but 
When the Svishtakrt offering has been made, Garer? is nothing more to be 
S done ; and hence there is no further need for refilling it. Nor can the re- 
l fillinge be r egarded as purificator y of the previous offerings ; as that would 
age the assumption of an invisible result for them. i 
— As for the non-emptiness (of the Vessel), it is clearly for the sake’ of | 
“the action to be performed next ; ‘consequently without making the Artha- 
adda in question apply to the Suistakrt, we could explain it as referring to. 
“the : non-enptiness of the Vessel prior to the Svishfakrt offering. ` 


_ ADHIKARANA (2). 


| [The Offering of Rura should not be performed i in connection with 
the Säkamprasthāyy a 


sūtra ( 13): The e of the Svistakyt iid the 
Tda in connection with the oe EE also 
is like the above. 


7 In connection with the Amavieyt Sacr ificos, we have always the per- 

formance of the Svigtakyt and the Ida, out of the Sadundyya material; 
and the Sakamprasthadyya is a modification of the material (of the. Sain. 
 nadyya); and hence there is an idea that those actions should be performed 
_ out of that modification also; and on this point the case of the Sākam- 

prasthayya differs from that the Butter in the Dhruva (though, in accord- 
ance with the rule‘ Prakrtivad Vikrtik’, the Offering of Remnants would 
` be performed in connection with the Rakasipraathayyd just as with the 
.. Sanndyya), And hence there being a doubt as to whether the case in 
question is amenable to the reasonings of the foregoing Adhikaranu,—the 
|. present Silva serves the purpose of pointing ont the fact of the case of 
.. the Sakamprasthayya being exactly the same as that of the Butter in the 
“Dhruva. ` That is to say, just as in the case of the latter, so in the former 

. also, there would be none of the offerings, on account of there being no Remnant, 
` —this absence of Remnant being due to the whole of it havin, g being taken up 
(Sutra 5), And in this case the fact of the whole of it having been 
` taken up is shown by the following: We find the sentence ‘ Homirthé 

- prasarpotah saha kumbhibhik’, which lays. down the unpartitioned milk, 
>, as to be offered ‘along with the milking pots’; and this distinctly shows 
`: ` that the whole of the material is offered (because when the pots also have 


p been offered, there cannot be any Remnant) ; vane hence it is not Possible 
: l for any Remnant to be kept. ` : l | 


 ADRIEARANA (3). 
: 2 ‘Un connection with the Saulramani there is no 7 Offering of. Remnants 7, ) 


` Stitra (14): So also in the case of the Sautramani (there 
ee . would be no Remnants) ¿n the vessels. ee 
-.’ The phrase ‘ tadvat’ is to be supplied from the preceding Sätra. | 
` In connection with the Sautramani, we find mentioned certain vessels | 
` of tine, and of milk, named ‘ Apvina’ and the liko ; and inasmuch as these. 
- vessels only.serve the purpose of keeping the various materials separate— 
«just as in the case of the Cups (of Soma), so in this also—there would be 
“no possibility of the whole of the materials being offered up. And hence 
_ inasmuch as this would lead to the idea of the case in question differing 
` from those dealt with before (and hence not amenable to the previous 
reasonings),—-the present Stra points out the wmenability of the case in 
question to the reasonings of the previous Adhikaranas. « #3 
And each of these Vessels is taken up for Homa, in the same oder, 
that it is held ; and the Vessels as held are laid down as to be offered up, 
in the sentence—‘ Yathdgrhitan riod upddaddte, uttare ‘ gnuu payoyra- ` 
hin juhvati, dakshinésurdgrahan’ (which shows that there can be no 
“Remnants, as even the Vessels are offered up). | | 


Sätra (15): The mention of * Remnant? also is to be 

ocr explained as before. | : 
E The Prohibition, contained in the sentence ‘ ucchinasta, na sarvam 

` Juhott, which is not subsidiary to an Injunction, is a mere descriptive ~- 
„reference. ‘ Ucchinashté’ ig an Injunction, and the subsequent Prohibition ` 
-i8 a descriptive reference to it; and this latter wonld point out the impossi- ` 
: bility. of the ‘ Offering of Remnants,’ through the fact of the whole of the | 
“material being offered up in Homa. Then as for the ‘Remnant’ that is.. 


` 8poken of, there may be some other action, either in the shape of a distinct. . 


Disposal, or in that of another Principal Action. And for these reasons, 
“the. Suistakrt and the Id@ should not be performed (out of the Sautra-.- 


| _ ADHIKARANA KS : 


SC connection with the Sarvapro hikat, the Ge, the Ida and- the. 
ones other “Omer. of Remnants ' should be portormed only SE 


mn (16): as The material being One, ‘and the Weg 
as diverse, the actions in question SE be per- 
“formed with each action.” | 


It having been established that there are cet tain * Offerings of Rem- 
nants’ to be performed, we now proceed to consider the case of pax ticular 
 " Offerings of Remnants.’ , | 
In connection with the Sur vaprshthasti, we Dud the passage ‘Indraya 
. Rathantaräya, Indray iya Varhatiya, Indraya*Vairiijaya, Indraya Vavrdy ay yt, 
Indriya Cakvariiya, etc’ ; and we Dud that this passage speaks of six in- 
dependent Deities, shown by the six words with the dative ending, and 
hence also six different connections of the Deity and the Material; and. as 
in the Sacrifice occupied by one Deity there could be no room for the 
_ other Deity, the distinctive feature of the Deity cannot be regarded as- 
- pointing to six different actions, For some of these actions there are dis- 
-tinct offering materials laid down; while for some of them, there is laid 
‘down a single material, in common, in the shape of the Ouke of the size of 
the Oart-wheel, And when we accept this fact, we come to the considera: 
tion .of the question, as to whether the ‘Remnant-Offering’ would be 
different for each of these. latter Actions, or, on acconnt of the material 
being the samo, there would be a single offering, ‘in common amongst them. 
Objection : “The question. forms ‘a subject of. Adhyfiya XI, and as. 
a a would be dealt; with in that Chapter, under the Siitra, ‘ ékadrav yey 
_ “ete,” (XI--iv-—42) ; and Ge it need: not by taken ap. 5 
7 consideration, i in the present connection.” ` l i A 
` Reply: ‘Inasmuch aa, in the case in griesti; the eet has’ to be. 
a Disposed of, it bears the’ Action: distinetly ; ; and as it is piece by piece that. 
“the. mater iali is- subsidiary to the Principal Actions, there can be no: Bingle: 
performance in.common ` and hence, though: the discussion really: belongs. 
BZ Adhyäya XL, yöt; Soasinuch a3 it involy ves ‘the consideration of the Rem-: 
“pant aud the Original; itforms:a ‘fit object: to be dealt’ with. in ‘connection: 
“with the matter of ‘ Remuant-Offerings.** 


"ET 


ee “And. ‘on the; above. question, we have the’ following 
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o m wlt 18. only. when the Material is one, that there would be a single 
di ertora common. to all the actions- concerned; specially. in a 
` ease where it is in the same condition that the M: SES helps in all the: 
as actions ; the more so as, in-such cases, we do not perceive any reason f op 
S “making any. differénce ; in fact no such difference can ever be made. In 
S “the caso in question however, the Material is found to help in ‘the: 
—— «Sacrifice, piece by piece (and not as one complete whole) ; and the sanctifi-. 
i’ P cation of the Material also lies only jn the help that it accords. to the 
Sirig Sacrifice ; and hence a difference in the Principal Sacrifice would make 
"un difference in the said Sanctification (the Svistakrt offering, the Ida, 
RE ate. A: and ag such these could not be perfor med once only, as common to 
` gl] the Principal Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, we find that, even though 
“one part of the Cake (that is offered at one action, f.i.) may have been dis- 
Ta posed of, yot there could he a Disposal of another part of it. Tnasmucli‘as 
< uthe exact places ont of which the various offerings are cut out aro 
“different, it is quite natural that there should be a differentiation into 
i ft the ‘Northern half’, the ‘Southern half,’ eté, etc. And hence we. 
“conelade that the Svistakrt offering and the Wā are to be repeated 
“with each action.” | 
e SIDDEANTA. | S 
x Sëtze an: : The Remnant of cach action not being dis- 
| tênguished, it would belong equally to ull (and hence 
- there can be but one Disposal), 
The. Svishtakrt and the [da are to be perfor ‘med once only ; because 
RS “these offerings are not purificatory of the Sacrifice, nor of the material 
` that is offered i in Homa; then as for the ‘Remnant of the Homa’ (that 
which. has been left BE all the Homas have been performed), that is 
“one only (for all); and as such it is only vight that the ‘ Offering of 
25 Remnant’ should be done once Gë? which would apply, i in common, to 
eal thé Hamas, , 
ie ` That is to say, if. io offerings in nections were SE of the 
«Sacrifice or of the Material that is offered in Homa, then, the difference 
Se among: the Sacrifices, and among the Mater als, would have led to a diver- 
“sity in the offerings in.question. As a matter of fact, however, we-find 
thas: they. aro. ‘purificatory of the Remnants ; and we also know full well. 
sr that:i in: the ase in question, there is a single Remnant, common to all the 
oe Homas sand it. is the ‘ ‘Northern’ and ‘Southern ’ halves of this common 


os Remnant ‘that ave. taken up for. the offerings in question ; and ‘they are 
{, ot the parts of that, slice which has been cut out and offered at the Princi- 
pe “Bacrifice... ‘as ho: “such: parte: have’ been spoken of i ip cornection with 
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e the original Sacrifice; adi as GE we can x certainly assert the Sei o of its 
“: specifications not. being cognized. . For if one could take up the ‘ Northern 
half’ for the aake of one of the Principal Sacrifices, that would suffice for. 
~ the due fulfilment of what has been enjoined; and hence the other. Prin. 
cipal Sacrifices also. will come to have all os needs ieee by that 
“very slice. ` | 
| For these reasons it must be. admitted that the GE iù question 
: are made only once, as common (to all the Homas concerned). 

-» As for the excesses left after the Disposal- Offerings, they: would be 
. utilised in a subsequent sie -Offering, f.i. in the Caturdhakarana 
*.(Quartering of the Cake). | : 


‘ADHIKARANA (5). 


a ee of Ae oaa Te Vessel, the Eating of Remnant should be done 
ee | Coen twice. ] l 


ES (18): In the case of the Ae eegene, there. 
‘should be an Eating with each action, because of a 
distinct declaration to that effect. 


fat the Jı yotistoma, we have several vessels containiug Soma, and 
a each vessel is dedicated to a distinct Deity; one of these is a 
jointly to Tadra and Vayu; this. is called the ‘ Aindravdyava-Graha'; as 
_.. the Remnants in every one of these vessels has to be eaten, with regard SS 
ZS this. Aindravayava vessel, there arises a question as to whether the. 
: Remnant i in it is to be eaten. once only, as in the. case of the other vessols, 

op twice, in view of the fact that ont. of this two offerings have been 
“made, one to Indra and another to Vayu ; and as such it practically con- 
“taiog two Remnants. ] ` 

SA : Though the proper place 2x this Se would havo been after 
SS Batra 19, where the questionof the Eating of Soma in general has been dealt 
l “with yet it has been introduced here, simply because, being an excep- 
, -tion to the conclusion of the foregoing Adhikarana, this pene itself to us 
` more ‘quickly, than the said general question. 

, "mn this, we have the following Parvapaksha, bised upon reasoning : 

` “the material being one and the same, a single Haig would suffice for 
e the dng. carr ying ont of the soriptural A 


 SIDDHAĀNTA. 


eo SH view. oft a: ` distint Declaration that to SH effect, — Doiraindra- 
i Beton Parai —we must admit that ene Remnant should be eaten 
E twice. ` 
ae ‘Though. iti is qie tene that we have certain n Adhikaranas here, as ia 
Pay a présent. daso, the Purvapaksha is’ ‘based 3 upon reasoning, while the Sid- 
`" dhahtai in teply iş based on Verbal Authority,—yet that does not appear 
“fo é:quite: the proper method ; ‘because i in sach cases no Doubt is. possibles: 
; “Sach: at @ahikarana is put. forth only ina case where a certain thing, 
in been ‘found bo be possible on the ground af Reasoning, is, however,. 
OR: the: gonad 0 of vaa ai : a urne the th hing i in eg 
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tion not being adinissible, anch a Adhikaraga would be of sé in all eases” 


in question: however we find ‘the reverse to be the case, as the gs 


mig 


Eating’ was not possible, on the ground of any Reasoning ; but. hag’ 


‘would not be much use for the present discussion. -= 


‘that might be found to be ainenable to the said Reasoning. . (Th. the ois 
KR 
found to be made possible br Verbal Authority.] Aud as this ‘Reasoning ¥ 
in question has been already. shown. in the foregoing Adhikarana,: there | 


DEERE 


Consequently we must explain Ehe Adhikarana, not ag it has been done i 


above (in accordance with the Bhayya), but in Oe following manner: 


‘The Opponent brings forward the following arguments 


` PORVAPAKSHA (B) ` 


e SCH At the Sarvaprstha, the Svishtakrt and the Ida should be performed S 


3 against. the Sid: ` 
dhanta.of the foregoing Adhikarana,—-and this we might: take ee 


“with each action; oa al these principal actions are wholly different from ` 
“one another. For example, we find that; in reference to the Avndravayava, ` 


“where the Principal Actions are admittedly distinct, we have as many 
“ Purificatory Remnant Offerings as. Henn Actions, in accordance ‘with — 


“such declarations as— Duiraindraviyavasya bhaksayati’, ‘ Doirhyetasya i 
“ vathatkaroti’; and hence it must. be admitted that there should be asi. 


t 


“many purifications of the Remnant as there are Fäshatkāras.”. 


> ` Hor this reason, the present Saira (18) we should take as explaining. 


the case of the Arndravayava (that has been. cited by the Opponent in 


support of his view in regard to the Sarvaprstha), and then supplying tho ` 


Answer to these arguments, . And this Answer we can represent op — `` 


In the case of the Aindravayava, though the Bating should have hee 
done. once only, it is done’ twice, because.’ of the direct Declaration. to. 
that effect,—-and not’ because of the: diversity of the Principal Actions.” 
concerned ; specially as we have shown under the ‘Hatvadhikarana? (I— . 
CR et seg.), thata Vedio sentence cannot be taken as giving the Reason’. 


Ua thia way, the ‘present 


S R e gf, E 


reminding us of the. Digoussion, in. regard’ to t 


would be no incongraity in. the order of the Adhikaranas (soaglit. tô be! 
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explained away at Ve beginning of the present Adlidkara 


‘o De Previous one; and inasmuch: as 3 lg serves the purpose of ` 
the. Bat ing of ; S amas: there ae 


Eech ef the LV 
` He other: Ve uals 
1 there i is an Eating of those. . 
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~ADHIKARANA (6). 
[There should be an Eating of the Soma-Remnant. ] 


< Bütra 49): a There should be no Eating of Soma, as ‘there i 


~ “no Declaration to that effect.” ` | 
In’ theé"dage of ‘the Aindravayava, there might be a an ee evon où 
pqaiilified Injunction; go it is with regard ‘to the Soma in. 
‘and in Cups, that there i is a a doubt as to whether, or not, 


; Though among these also, the case of the Somas eri to'i in- tho. 


gees * Sar vatahparihāram Zepinamg bhaksa yati” and the like. would: 
“be amenable tothe same reasoning as that i in regard to the Aindravdyava, 
: E with gegard to these also, we: have to consider the question as to` 
“whether : these sentences merely serve the purpose of laying - down qualifi-. 
 eebopg with regard to the Hating whose performability is already. fully 
SE or they lay down the qualified Rating: Gede 


Question: “ ‘What difference does this make ? 7 
` Answers It these sentences themselves are also the Injunctions of the: 


‘Hage then this. has to be done only in the cases specified in these sen- 
“tendes; while if the Injunction of the mere eating. is got at elsewhiere (and 
othe’ sentences quoted be the’ Injunction of mere qualifications), thon, in. 
“that case, even, though the Indicative Force of the words might point. 
` directly to only apart of the Soma, yet: it would apply to all the Somus. 


‘Tn regard. to this Question, then, there are three probable alternative. 


is, eis, CL) Inasmuch as tho sentences that are found tö serve the i 
“wholly different purposes | of laying down qualifications, they stand i in need 
sofi an ‘Injunction,—and aa there is no Injunction, -thero can be no Hating i. 


SCH ‘or; those vory sentences mag be taken aa ‘Tnjanctiong, : and accordingly, 5 
“there. is. Io be ap Hating out of those. vessels only that are ‘specific ied in 
“them + (91 or, there is. to be an Wating, on the -afor said grounds of the | 


: Nome (that i is, given to the Cups: and. Vessels, as : ‘hotuccamasih *; sand He 


s)y the, performing of the Vashatkara, thie Homa, and: the: age SC 
Aal out of eeh we sher the following a a8 the S "1 Eesen one 
=- CR ` PORÝAPAKSHÄ. 


ee all the gon $ in. a the “vessels. and cups. hag satiny faken up. SE : 
T Homa; —jnat | ais in, the. 80, of the. Butter: (Adhi; D, the: Baker. 


“TABO YANTRALVÄRTIKÄ. Aen, ët BADEN ABEE LE, 


ATTEN Adhi. 2) and the: Sautramani.( Adhi: 3),~there ‘would’ be. no 8 
` 1 Remnant; whence, then; could there be any ‘Eating P he Hating can- 
“not be said to be implied by any. Original Primary. Sacrifice (äs: the. 
ey Jyotizfoma, i in which we have all the Vessels and Caps undei con. 
~“ sideration, is its own Original. Primary): Nor do we find any direct In- 

SCH junction as to. the Eating i in question ; tlie. Injunction that wo have: refers 
toe wholly different thing ; and ag such, is- incapable of laying down the 
e i Fating, For these 2 reasons, there can be no Rating of tho Soma." EE 


“SIDDHANTA. 


sre (20) : “The Hating. should be Se a we 
` find it menttoned in connection with theðther pur 
poses. — | 


[There should be an ee of the Soma ; ' because we find sentences; 
SE mentioned in other connections, pointing to such. Hating,—such sen- 
` tenices, for instance, as ‘ Sarvatahpartharam Agvinam bhakgayati’; > bhak- 
--gulapyas yitangoamasdn daksinasy@naso ‘valambé sddayanti’ ;:as cer tainly, 
if there were no Dating at all, how could there be such specified Eating 
KX those mentioned i in those sentences. in , | 


‘Satra (au): ‘These (sentences) would Ee direct EE 

. tions (of the. Eating itself); as they lay down some- 
thing new; and hence the Eatings. should be in 
accordance with these Injunctions. | 3 


If these. sentences were ‘merely meant to serve some other purposes, 
i thon we should have sought, for other reasons (such as the Name, etë., etc.) 
for the Batings i in question ; as. a matter of fact, however, these sentences 
i arè direct: ‚Declarations (of the Hating) ; ; and hence the Hating should be 
„done, only in accordance with. the. ee Klee in as: sen- | 
tences,—~and not elsewhere. © - , pe IY as - 


ADHIKARANA (7).. 


H Bonnant. Buting i is to. be done be the Priests holding tho Ga 17 


: gët (22): “Inasmuch as the Cups are named (after 


Oe Priests), (the Hating should be done by these), special- 
im as the connection (of the name ‘ Camasa ’) is due to | 
that ( Eating). = 


We admit that the Eating would be done, i in dias with the In- 


: fictions but these Injunctions are to be followed as qualified ‘by the 


_ aforesaid Name, Viashapkara, etc., and not merely, as mentioned in those 
7 sentenced. 


Though i in regard to the On ps, we do not find any direct Inj anetion 


; in the Brahmanas) of the Hating, yet such Injunctions are inferred from tho . 


_ names contained in the Directions (‘ Praitu hotugcamasah’, etc., etc.).; that is: 


E 


-to say, we find the Directions for tho fetching of the Mater ial accompanied 


` by such names as ‘hotugcamasa ’ (the ' Hotri’s Cup’) and the like; and these 
Memes -could not be applicable, if the Hotri and other priests did not 
“actually, Eat ( camanti’) out of these Cups. . Because the word ‘ caniasa’ ig 
‘formed opt of the Root ‘ cami’=to eat, with the Loéative affix ‘asan’ of the 
— Unādi class (the word: being etymologically explained as ‘ camanti asmin ili, 


N camasah’); ; and hence at the time that the Direction CG Praitu hotugeama- 


so II Ze heard, the name. ‘oamasa’ indicates the connection with actual: 
S Eating,. either in the past, or in the future, or in the present; and as we: 
"do not perceive any. Hating in the past or the present, we conclude that the. 


S Rati ing indicated is that in the future ; otherwise, the SE ‘Praitu 
“holuceamasah could not be carried into effect. 


Box these reasons, it must be admitted that thore should be an Hating : 


E by the ‘Hotrd and other priests... -~ 
"het, inasmuch: as the. Cups that are SE forward Gn deiten to. 
` Ee sed Directions) are those that contain the Joma, —and as it ie the Soma 
oan ‘standa in. need of: “‘Disposal,. and is most’ proximately related. (to the 
7 CH 
SE Ne “have, such. declarations as, ` Sagégagcamaso: hüyatë, alpen juhois. 
Map der Wo oëpnieg the: presénce of any other. substance, sich as Rice and 


~ the: Fating is bo ba of the Soma contained: in the Cups; specially 


like, the’ Hating: oË which: ‘could justify the nar ge: of comasa’ ; nor S 


; would the Mating of any other such materiat form. pate. ofthe Sacrifice ; and ` 


hence such Rating (of som extranedus material) wd bo opénto the 


following anomalies ; (a) tle indications of the Context would: be contra. 
dicted ; {b) the Direction in question would have to be removed from ita 
legitimate context ; (c) the name of ` Semacamasa’ would be incompatible ; ` 
DÉI if the. material eaten were. Rice o (anything other than. Sonia); the: 


we 


Cups would becomoimpure by the Hating, and as such no further offerings 
gould. be made by those Cups ‘(as is ‘laid down) (the case’ of | the 


Soma. is different, inasmuch as the Veda distinctly declares that: there: iy 
no impurity attaching to the Hating of the Soma); (e) if, for the sake’ of 
‘purification, we were to scratch out certain portions of the Cups, then, the ` 
‘particular Oup that had been named. ‘hotrigamasa’ will have ceased SEW 
‘exist, and the newly repaired one, and. the material contained in it, ` 
conld not bear the said name (of ‘hofrcamasa’); and as such, there would» 
be a contradiction. of the Inj unction. of the Homa as to be performed with © 
‘the material specifically named (as ‘ hotricamasa’). d a Ee 
+. The same reasoning holds respecting the taking up of other Oups; 
as the bringing in of guch would involve an infringement by exceeding 
the exact number of the Caps laid down. Nor (in the case of the Eating 
being of Rice, ete.) could we perform the subsequent Homas with the © 
Cups made inipure by the Eating, on the sole strength of the Injunction , 
(of the Homa) ; as this Injunction has the chance of being carried into ` 
effect, in the case of the eating of Soma, which would not involve any _ 
infringement óf the rules of conduct with regard to impure Cups. Nor can 
it be urged-that “ the infringement. would be exactly the same in the case 
of the Hating of Soma.” . Because in regard to the Soma , we have the: ` 
distinct Declaration: that—‘ there is no impurity attaching to the Eating — 
of Soma? ` et ee ee ee EE Senay’ 

Bo these reasons, it must be admitted that the Priests holding the. 

Cups should eat the Soma, e aT Ter, oe EE 

`. The Bhésya also must:be taken iù the above manner,—and not as it. 

Lppears.on. the-face of it; for if one Proof becomes interrupted by another... i 

Proof, its: comprehension becomes an exceedingly difficult matter, “Phere- ` 

‘ore all that. the text brought. forward by the Bhdsya does is to prohibit 

the: Bating of Soma by other than Brahmanas. I f the name. “Prayaja-) — 

nanasya’ does not indicate. the Hating of thé Soma, then ee could “nob: 
plain, either the declaration—' Sa yadi somam vibhakehayiget”—oontainéd ` 


: 
; 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
` {the Vägätri Priesta are. to oat, together with the Subrahmanya Priest, 1 


a sütra (28): Ba “I; ‘Only o one should eat out of the Vagitri- 
Si A (the Cup. held by the Udgatri Priest); because 
o ‘of only one such being direc tly mentioned.” 


e ` Beie ‘explaining the Hating consequent upon the performance of. 
Ce Voshathara,. the Homa and the Abhisava, the Author proceeds to 
"see that particular Hating which is based upon Name. ` , 
< Jä the Direction referred to in the foregoing Adhikarana, we meet 
£ vith the name ‘ Udgäirrnām camasah’; and with regard to this, there - 
arises a fourfold doubt: (1) should the Hating be déng by only one Udgatr 
`- Priest; op (2) by all the Priests ; or (3) by only those Priests that, do the’ 
~-Hymiing ; or (4) by all the four Chandogas (Samavedi Priests)? Some 
people take the (2) and H together, on the ground that the word 
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i the, Indication i in question is applicable to the Ohhandoga Priests alone. 

: i Question : E Wherefore should there De any doubt in Ce to. the 
“matter in question ? 

- Answer: The reason is this: In the word ‘ Tagaters nim’, we find 
a a distinct incongruity i in: the significations of the basic word and the affix, 
k IO? ‘the: basic noun denotes naturally only one Udgair Priest, while the 
vafi. denotes plurality); and hence it is. only natural that there should be 
H doubt as to the acceptance of the signification of the one or the other. 
EH On the Äere under consideration, we have the GR P 


. PŪRVAPAKSHA (A. 


oe CH GE with the. Pagadhskarapa,—and with the law that: : it ; 
2 is: in regard to. tha sec ondary factor. that an illogitimate assumption can 
: ‘bo made,’ “itis. the. ‘denotation. of the basic noun that forms the pre- S 
SC dominant factor; and then again, iù the original Inju unction of the appoint- ` 
2 met the. Udgaty Priest-— Udagataram. opnita.’,—we find the Singular’ 
pam ber, which distinctly shows that the Cap ‘in question is to be given ` 
we bo Only one Udgate Priest; and hence it. is. only one Udgaty. Priest that” 
ould eat-out of it, and ag for the denatation of the Plural- number, mag, 
‘touch ‘ad we do: not find: it ‘compatible with: that: of. ‘the: asic. noun, GE 

t but: disregard: it, as not: meant to. be significant.” et, a 


: 1464 TANTRA: VARTIKA: 108 "mr Lë ADH, 48); 


| PÜRVAPÁKSHA me 


ates Ga: Se “Th AU ‘should ent dt because Of. the con 
| wo ‘nection ofal. .. - 


| a e ‘Tti ia ‘nob right to wholly. disregard the plurality. Baig i in i tho | 
» “case of the Pagamantra.’ , we. disregard the. Plural. ‘number: ‘because 
| “ thera:is no room for any. plurality. in the. Context, in which: it ocenrs, 
: “In the case in question, however, ‘inasmuch as an Indirect Tdicsition 
ms or all. Priests: by the. word ‘ Ddoëte "1 is found to be quite compatible, 
"we enn have no reason for disregarding the Plurality.: Consequently it 
nm must be. admitted that the Cup in .question belongs to all the Priests: 
nm Or, by sub-division (ie. inasmuch as all Udgätr Priests are. ‘Chando- l 
_ “ gas; the term " Udgatr’ would indicate all Ohandogas, the Satra ` ‘may he | 
{takes as reforring e all Ohandogas’.”” oe Ek 


ee | PORVAPAKSHA (On. WE 
“Sätra (25): “ The. Hyman-singers (should do it): as e thay 
. “are connected with that (‘singing’); specially as we 

- “have the distinct declaration of. Plurality. ER E D 


Se Inasmuch a8 the Priests other. than the Udgiir are not denoted 
` “ be the basic noun ( ‘Udgatr’), the plural number (in ‘ Tdgatrradm ’) 
could never have any connection with those other Priests. Nor can we 
“have recourse to an Indirect Indication, without very ‘special reasons; - 
| “ specially as, in the case in question, by not having recourse to such an- 
“Indication, we do not find any meaninglessness (which could justify | 

“ our having recourse to it) ; because we Bud the word ' Udgair’ (=singer) 
“quite applicable, etymologically, fo the Hymn- -singers, Consequently, , 
y reason of their connection with: ‘ Singing,’ the three H; eee 
‘should eat of the EE in a question. VE | CS 


` SIDDHA N: TA. 


3 Satra ER WT? (four: should ‘do it); A bonuse of their o con- Së 
-nection with the (Sadma-). Veda; but for other spe- 
etal PEABONS, it would pertain to some of them only.” 


| “So long aS a basis ` -noun ean. be taken i in ita: conventional signification i 
fe S complete word), we. cannot’ accept: its: etymological. signification.’ 
As a matter of fact, however, ° we donot find. the. word 7 Udgair® “applying, ` 
even ‘elymologically,. to; the. Hymn-ningers ; ;  beonpgpe ` ‘the: ‘Hymn-singing i 
Priests, the . Prastotr: ‘and the: ‘Pratihartr,. Ara inere’* d Sir? ¢€ Been a, 
pnd. not’ Dante" D High-aingers: at 3 "and ‘Hence. thé: ‘plurél, number: {in 
3 Udgairrnam. KE CN RECH ‘incompatible: (a8: there © KC “only: one. "än 
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` GE This:is.shown by the further. fact of only the terong part of | the : 
S Bama being spoken of as.‘ Udgatra,’ 2 
os!" Mhe: Bhäşya should have used the word ' bhakti’ with reference. tò : 
“Oe parts‘of. the. Bing: en ee use of the word ‘parva’ is due to mere. 
2 ? 4 
Phas: then, v we find that, dies cannot be many Dagaty Priests, either 
bycactusl appointment as-such, or by the connection of ‘Singing’; and. i 
hanes l the Plurality of the Udgatr must be taken as based upon the connec- 
“tion: with the. Veda (the Sama Veda); because as a matter of fact, wo find: 
thet: the teaching of the Samaveda is spoken of as ` Audgatra’; and thence” 
` algo the ‘action - ‘inhering in that Teaching (comes to be spoken of as 
ot ‘Audgatra "Jr and from this it is an easy matter to infer that, through 
“their: connection with these two (the Teaching and the Action), in the 
tapasity: of the Teacher and the Performer respectively, | it is the Men 
(thos connected) that are spoken of as ` Udgatr,’ —in accordance SH 
e the reasonings pertaining the Audamaghi.’ | 
oa `. Objection: “ This reasoning that you have brought forward has al. 
i. residy been. refuted under the. Avéstyadhikarana (II—iii—3). And in the 
GH cage in question we find that it is only after the addition of the nomi- 
ot nal affix (‘an’) to the word ‘ Udgatr’ that this latter gives rise to the 
word ¢ Audgatra’ ; and the word ‘ Udgdty ’ cannot be explained as having: 3 
“W its etymological origin in the word ‘ Audgatra.’ That is to say, In ace. 
Sgordance with the rules of Grammar, the word ‘ Audgitra’ is explained 
Ss as formed out of the word ‘ Udgatr’ with the nominal affix‘ an’ ; and in: 
"nn way could any rule explain the word ‘ Vdgair’ as ‘ the performer of 
s, u the Audgātra functions,’ which would mean au elimination of the affix 
“(fan's in the word ‘Udgdtr’). Consequently the name ‘ Udgaty ’ 
Se ‘cannot be taken as based upon the word t Audgaira’; but it must- 
= “regarded as based upon the actual appointment of the Priest as such, 
as will be explained | later on. For these reasons, the above Ké Zeie 
i tion j is not admissible.” í 
: - Reply + . In any. case, the word | ‘Wagaty’ will have to be taken in its 
aa secondary. signification ; and. hence it would have to be taken as” 
-applying Jo tbe Priest, by means of a backward process (of etymology za 
the- “performer of the Audgätra functions. ’); Just as we find the word : 
Re ja". ‘applying tothe Brahmase t is Beie only i in the sense e 
S performer: of kingly functions),’ : 
Ke CR ‘connection with the “word ‘ Raja, hes. been owe: e ge 
Teen in r ordinaty iy parlana the word i is used i in its: Peden nar sense, 


EC 


Ip ` tevrmdev tons, vm WM er (8). 


the” rest. come. to be spoken of ap DH Rajya, a ad thence, through $ theo en, WW 
— nection or presence of these functions, the. Brakmaga, ebe, also: come’ to be 
“spoken of as ‘Raja,’ this. word being. applied to. these, either on account ` 
of their being substitutes for- the Keattriya, or through Inference (based: 
a upon the: presence. of the functions of Protecting and the like)... “In'the 
` same. manner, in the case in ‘question, though, by: actual appointment, a 
= -thero is only one. Udgair, yet through. his. connection, his foingtions. of 
E teaching: and performing being spoken of ap - ‘ audgdtra,’ the, Bag gien ` 
also would be spoken of. as ‘ udgair,’. by. reason of these. priesta Ping. 
related to those functions. But, inasmuch as one word. cannot haves there 
= than one direct signification, this -latter application of ‘the: word: thts 
: be regarded to be indirect (or secondary) ; and we have already explained 
~ that this secondary ‘signification would. be admitted, for the sake of the 
~- compatibility of the plural number (in. ‘udgatrrnām ' ); it was only the © 
Ey ground for this signification that we did not point out before; and this- 
` we have done now, by showing it to be based upon the functions Se l 
`: Teaching (the Sama-Veda). | 
=. Thus then, we must admit, on the ground of dhere being no incongruity 
involved in this, that the eating isto be done by all the four deer 
| ‘tients: ES Dagar and the three Hymn-singore). 
The on SE is not quite. admissible, Beshie i as a matter | 
of fact, those that are found to be operating, at the time of the Eating, as 
-well as those accompanying these operators at the time of the Direction, 
. come to be connected with the Hating ; and we find that the Subrahmu- 
- pya (who is one of the Chandoga priests) does not perform any operation 
at the time of. Eating, and aa there is no proximity of this priest, either in 
the Outer Assembly Boom, or in the Inner Court, there is. no. reason 
by which he could be entitled to the Hating. And hence, just a8 
` in the- case of other Ohandogas we find that though they ‘perform :the 
` Teaching of ths Sama Veda, yet, not being i in any way connected with the | 
‘Sacrifice, they have no Eating ‘to do, oo would it be in'the’case of the . 
`. Subrahmanya’ Priest also. Then as for the plaral number: GI Dagatrr- S 
nam’) that might be taken as resting with three Priests only; Jt. as in the ` 
ease of. the word ‘ Kapiijalin? (vide: Nitra. XI~i~-38 et, gert, Nor is 
“the Hating a purification: ‘of the Performer’; whereby: d should:b geen. ` 
`. sary to make it apply to’ the. Subrahmanya: also, for Zar of; Jeaiie him. 
::ampurified, In reality we find it to be a + Purification, of the Oe , ap 
`: wo shall show in. several Adhikaranas, wii Se 
“>> Hane. it must be admitted that: the: present Sitra ES Aë by ii 
meng of: the word tu,-only- the. argument in Satra ES and pate forward. 
i the same riw, at tthe to Basing Pertaining: to ‘the: ‘Hymn-singers; ‘though: for ` 
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oe reagond’ ‘totally different from. those propounded in the previous Satra. 
> Aad this the sense. of the Sitra comes to be this: Though all of them. 
"am ‘denoted. “by. the word `  Udgatr,' and not the Hymn-singers only, yet, 
“for 3 Peasons shown, it should be taken as applying to a ‘part (Ga some) 
of these only, in e, to all except the Ee just as in the case of . 
the gentence ‘ Upanishadyodgatarah simnd stivanti. ` : i 
` "Dr we can’ take the Sutra as accepting, by means of the words 
` gek "be Second Purvapaksha (Sutra 24),—and then, by means of the 
‘wenden e," Karanddakadage syat’, laying down Es theory of the word 
‘applying to. the Hymn-singers only. A 


, ADHIKARANA. D. 
[The Gratvastut should also eat the Sai a] 


| Sūtra (27): « There is no eating for the. Grawastut; 
“as it is not laid down.” SC 


E EA Gees finished the treatment of the Hatings awed upon a Naine’ 
` and the Author now proceeds to explain those based on Direct Declara. 
-tions to that effect. 

5 We have the Declaration —' A E E 
7  bhagayanti, ‘athattasya hariyojanasya sarva āva, ete,’ (‘The other cups of 
` Soma arè eaten by those persons holding the Cups, but out of the Hariyoye ana 
: “Cup, all of them wish to obtain’); and with regard to this there arises the 
- ‘question as to whether the sentence, pointing to the Eating by all priests, 
“lays down that of the Grāvastut Priest also,—or pointing only to the 
Rating of the Priests holding the Oups, mentioned in the Ge it does 
` no lay down any for the Gravastut Priest, 

= ` The Parvapaksha is thas ! “ there is to be no y Hating by iko Gravastt 
E Priest, f for reasons 3 Just given." : | 


cre ae | SIDDHANTA. | Ke | 
: we: (28) : (He should eat) out of the Hartyojana, a as d 
SE EE is mentioned as related to ‘all? ` 

- -The word ‘all’ denoting al! Priests. connected with the prliini: 
of the sacrifice, we can not restrict it to only a few out of those: (Ge, only 
= te that hold the Cups), unless we have very special reasons for doing 


go. Consequently, it -must be admitted that the Qrävaitut Priest sie i is 
R to eat opt of the idee SE SE E : 


Se satra. (29): Objection: 16 The EC: woutd ba done ety 
oo 6 those: holding the: “Oupa iesch of thetr: "Greg: 
GE ES ` “mity. ee ee 

ol), his. Sitia ‘explains: “tha sense. of the. Series t é EN Séng 
e? nin of the passage quoted above! Tha: Oups of: Soma: ave. eaten. by 
-<M those holding: the Qupa large no other purpose. save the restriotive 
stk “ qualifying’ a of the word.“ all}: gpevially aa the words: Catha” and: Eta” 


‘TRE GRAVASTUT Aën Pur THE SOMA, ` 1469: 


méi the more ‘point to the fact. of the Bating belonging to those Priests. 
BT gong: ap. the: word . ‘ava’ can. apply to those alone that are specially’ 
4 mentioned, ` ‘Hence we conclude that the sentence does not point to any” 
Ge Hating by: the Gravastut Priest. ee n wae 


4 sutra. (80): “Ber ly: The eating would belong € to ali, be- 
",egäbee. of the Injunction; as for the mention of the 
Y eamasins?, that is meant to be merely subservient 
to. that, fe, oF | 


: “Inasmuch as we have the word ` all’, ; which denotes every one of” 
e ‘persons concerned, and which, boing once restrictively qualified by the 
` substrates (Hariyojana), cannot be restricted and qualified again, by the 
“word. camasin’, which serves a wholly different purpose ; because every 
‘time that we. limit the Bcope < of a word used in the Veda, we are setting at 
: nought. the direct Vedic Declaration.. Hence we conclude that the ‘ cama: 
“ging”. are not mentioned for the sake of showing the relationship of each - 
“Priest: with each Cup; ; but they are spoken of as having a very much 
‘| limited scope, with a view to eulogising the Hariyojanu as having a much 
“wide scope. Consequently it must be admitted that what the sentence 
' means is that ‘ out of the Hariygjana Cup, all the priests should eat’ (ond. 
thas: the Gravastut Priest also eats out of that Cup). ` . 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The performance of Vasatkära’ is @ a ground for eating. ys 


oS 2 emer Leg ‘There should be. an cating, due to. the | 
SE - Vasatkara. | 


? tee sentence in. the game connection is— Vasarhartus EH 
-> bhaksoh.’ And with regard to this, there arises the question, as to 
whether it lays down the First Eating (Eating qualified by First), as due 
` o the Vasafkdra,—or it lays- down merely. the character of being First, 

; with reference to the Bating. And on this SSC we have. the following 


PURVAPAKSHA, 


aos BE In accordance. with the law—nac8dany yéna cist hk’ (d—iv—9), 60 
~ “long as the qualification can, in some way or other, be taken as a mere des- 
= oriptive reference, we cannot rightly take the sentenco as a qualified 
-= Injunction ; and then, the character of the First is something that has 
“not been got at. by any other Injunction ; hence it. is not possible. for. 
"the Hating to be. enjoined. with. reference ‘to that; consequently, the 
oo gentence must be construed as—‘ yo Vasatkartuk bhaksak sa pratha- 

“4 mak’ (‘The eating of ‘the To of the i honid be the 
oN first’). S 7 
eames Question: : iaaah aa the. Bating too has. not been m 
a before, we cannot take that as mentioned merely by way of daporiptiv® 
“ “reference (for the Injunction of ‘ First’). : 
`. " Answer: Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Hating. is involved in 
e “the very. name (of the Oup belonging. to. the Vasatkarta), it is quite pos: 
1 “gible for it to be mentioned merely by way of descriptive reference;. One 
~ “of the Cups is Game ‘Vagathartugcamasal,’ ‘and as thë: very’ namie’ 
ae © comasa” ‘implies. Hating, this can very well be spoken of by. way of des- i 
mn oriptive reference; and hence the sense of the seritence comes: to be that. 
of “whoever does the Vagath ara has the First Eating’. oe ; 
de Phe. following: argnment: might: be ‘brought eich Lee, Toas | 
iM SE as in: connection: with. the Vessels and the other Caps. (except. that. 
At ‘ belonging: to the: Vagatbarta), : nd: Eating has’ yet’ been: found to have: been S 
GG Se (as the Said name indicates the: eating. out: of: ‘that: iô Oup SE 
RQ: o such: could, be ‘mentioned: merely by:way of descr iptive tefersage,” 


“YASATRARA A GROUND. FOR. me Ma 


E aes, Reply: Phat does not. matter; as iti is SE ‘neccesary: that cla de 
ae * spo en’ of by. way of- descriptive referees must have been recognized ag. 
oe to. ‘he ‘performed | in‘ all cases ; as all descriptive references stand in need 
SE E? “only: that: ‘much of recognition as is- possible. Nor, in the cage in 
"nu question; à 18° there any harm in the Vasathartr Priest not eating out the. 
<M yegsels-and: the other Cupa. It might be urged that, ‘such non-eating. 
Gë would: leave Disposal unaccomplished,’ But, in the case of there being. 
CT no ‘Disposal laid down in the Veda, we can havo one as in ordinary life ;- 
` not we could have the eating also, through reasons to be shown below. 

"a The following argument might be brought forward: ‘The possibi-* 
"e x lity of the eating, by reason of the Name, being ver y remote, it. cannot ` 
he spoken of, by way of descriptive reference, by the very much more 
ë quickly. ‘operating Direct Declaration; and hence while the former is 
“ites yet to be pointed out as to be performed, the Direct Declaration will 
ar “have begun its functioning, and denoted, without any specifications, the 
Hating wherever there might be the Vasatkara (e, it will have laid 
` down the Hating, and not the First. re with reference’ to any parti- 
gin "oke Eating)” ge 
oss!" But this is not admissible ; because proximity and remoteness are 
i Kb EN after only in cases where there is somo sort of a contradiction. 
* “Tn ‘the case in question, we find that the Direct Declaration, in order to | 
ra avoid : ‘the chance of an Injunction of more than one thing, stands Zu 
rs need. of ‘the Eating being already laid down by some other means ` and 
"a: when: it is found that itis not laid down by any menns, it has to admit ` 
E the Tajunction to be of the Eating qualified (by First); as we do often K 
; “admit Direct Declarations to be injunctive of accessory qualifications 
E ‘with. reference to such things as have been laid down by even such : 
si o ‘remote. means as those of the Context and. the like. 7 
WE And thus, inasmuch as the sentence lays dow the character of 
RE Siet only as the condition for the Eating, the Vasatkara cannot Eve . 
` pardod a asia a ground for Fating.” an : | | 


meee SE SIDDHANTA, l 
GE o thee Se we make. the following ES? ‘Jnasmuch: as thero can ` 
"be ma" descriptive reference of only oue factor extracted out of tho com. ` 
“pound: Dë of, the. Pating as extracted from the ‘compound ‘ ‘prathama- ` 
‘bhakgak A just: as-in the case of the expression ‘ ' tryanga, ’— the sentence ` 
met be taken as” laying d down. all the factors D e. m ‘First Eating, as as. ` 
“4 tothe Vagatkara). Ke 
That: ig ‘to: GA just o às in theo case. of the See “ ‘dryangas svistakp: SG 
D ajat. we donot find the ‘three’ laid. down with ‘yoforence to, the ‘ subsi- e 
: ai Me Dei ‘what i ig: laid dows i is that which i is ox proased: byt the whole come: 


ËCH TAMRAS-VERTTEA ` AIR. mt El. Vë ADHI: Sg 10).. 
: pound IO e the: three aubsidiaries) ; 3 80; in the ‘same manner, ‘inaemach ap 
‘itis always the whole word: that is “connected. (syntactically): with’ ‘another ` 
word,~-and as: ‘the withdrawing. of ‘one:-factor would- deprive the comi- 
‘pound of its expressive potency,—we cannot take that. withdrawn: factor 
‘ag that with reference to which something is ‘Jaid down ; CL e, we ‘eannot | 
construct the sentence. as that - which 28 the - Hating ‘of. ‘the: Fagat. 
-kartr should be the first.’ Specially. as before the compound Ié pratham: 
‘bhaksah’) has been accomplis hed, the ‘ Eating’ cannot be connected with ` 
‘the ‘ Vasatkartr’; because in that ‘case the former would be dependent i 
-apon the latter (not a factor of the compound), and s as such could not "be l 
compounded (with the word ‘ prathama’), | $ 
` Objection: “ We often find that even though the principal Zeien af the 
ot compound be dependent upon some extraneous factor, it forms part of a | 
“compound; and hence in the case in question also, even. though the 
d t Eating’ would be connected with the ‘ Wee yet it could be 
S jo (with ‘ prathamah’).” 

Reply : It could be so, if the ‘ Eating’ were the one factor depetidont, 
on an extrancous factor; in the present case, however, we find’ that the 
“first? also is so dependent, on account of the relationship of the Vagat- , 
' karir; as the cause of the ‘ first? is not: the ‘ Eating,’ but the character 
of the Vagatkarir; and. hence. the syntactical ` connection would’ be 
*Vasatkartur prathamah” ? (‘the first wf the Vasatkartr’) ; “and ‘that 
“would involve a distinct incongruity. While, if we were to take. the in- 
| Junction (of ‘ first’) as with reference to ‘ that which is the Eating’ of the 
-Vagatkartr’ (‘yo Vagathkarturbhaksah ’) we would have the anomaly 
of having a qualified reference (the | reference being to the ‘ Eating quali-. 
Bed by the. Vagathartr ’); as mere. ‘ Eating ’ could not indicate. the. 
. Vaşatkarir ; and as for the. character. of the ' Vasatkarir.. that Ae found 
to be concomitant with actions other than the Hating (and as such:could not: 
| necessarily indicate it). If the reference were to any one of the two only. 
Geo either the ‘ Eating” alone, or the .‘ Vagatkartr’. alone): ‘then: the ’ 
< first’ would be enjoined: for all. Eatings (if the. reference were to Eating. 
"one, as also of all the operations of ‘the Vasatkarir (if the: referenos ‘were: 
“to the Vasatkartr only) ; ; and- both of these would be equally absurd. 
K Consequently, the: sentence. must be. taken as laying down the ‘first’ Rating. 
Sof the Vasatkartr. And as. bóth, CG fest’ and * ‘Vasatharte’ y qualifying. 
` -eagh: other, would. be related to. the same ‘object. (tho action: of: Eating), : 
“where | we: would have’ Popote there: alone ` wo- sonta have the: a sin, 
Eating. VE 
SS Gesinn) pë DEEN CO? SC Fasatkara i is: ihe Saal: oondition tow 
2 could, it be enjoined Pe ‘And if. it: isnot. Ee: how. ent $ ben 
., “restrictive qualification (by meaue. of this) BI. BE ig oa ia 


meatier: Matos restriction is always-due to the- Leo being related 
z te the: same. “aötión:; and it. does not. make any difference. whether Ehe 
-otor Ja. éuizéna or not. enjoined (vide Sutra DT. —12), Asa matter. 
ef fact, however; the ‘Vagatkartrtva’ is not wholly incapable. of being ` 
enjoined. “Because the foot of the Vagatkära being the causal condition ` 
ay ig not: Bignified by such agencies. as the word ! yadi; the Locative ending, í 
aad: the: like; þat the: fact is that the’ Vasatkarty having been enjoined 
"e heoessory to op ‘action, the fact of its being a causal condition is only - 
"ege, ‘Hence the objection urged above does not affect our theory. 
: “Objection: “In the sentence ‘tasmadekam samatrce kyyata  stotr-` 
RI e ‘yam,’ ‘we find the ‘three’ enjoined with reforenco to the ‘ Rk,’ even 
a though. this occurs ina compound; and in the same manner, we could. 
SS a have the T ‘injunction of the ‘ First’ only.” ` | 
Ss ` Reply: Not so; because in’ the sentence quoted by you also, what is 
KS? to be enjoined is what is signified by the compound (‘trea’); as what 
Wi taken : to be enjoined. by it are the ‘ three. verses’ for all the Hymn- 
` vëmag. -Bub then what happens is that the whole ( three verses ’) could 
| be accepted. as the object of the Injunction, if both the factors (of the com- 
-"pownd) were such as are not got at by other means; but as a matter of 
. fact, wo find that the factor of the ‘Rk’ is already got at by the general 
“Tnjanetion of Sama, ag also by the order of the text ; and hence, in accord- 
ange with the Sūtra I—iv—9, they are not taken as EEN by the sentence | 
in question (whose injunctiveness is. taken as restricted to the number 
É “three. only). In the sentence ‘ Vagathartuk prathamabhaksah ’, we find 
that what. is signified by. the compound is enjoined. only to the extent 
Of ‘the: Vasatkara, and. hence if, like the ‘Rk’ (in the case of the other 
“senténce), the. ‘Eating’ (of the present sentence) also. were already en- 
S joined. and known as. existing everywhére, then it would be. abandoned. 
sby the Injunotive potency (in the sentence), As a matter of fact, we find 
"Met it is not known or enjoined as existing in regard to the nine cups and 
the: vessels’; and being (in the sentence in question) presented only as the 
“causal: condition, it. could not be abandoned (by the Injunctive potency) ; 
“itor gould ib be taken as merely spoken.of by way of a descriptive 
;-Yefořence. In the case. of the other sentence also, if the‘ Rk’ were not 
“kiaw: ta; C in any place, then, inasmuch as there would be no difference 
ye the natira’ of the compound, we should have had to admit the fact of 
the: Tnjonetion. applying to the Rk verses also; bat as a matter. of fact 
they: care already ennen to. exist in connection ‘with all the Hymnal 
Ramas: (and. hence ‘these cannot be taken as en joined by the sentence)... 
; “again, ‘the: sentence: enjoins thë member ‘throe * of the Rk versos; 
thie.‘ £ RE forms. the. principal factor. in the. comaponnd ¢ Tréa’ Jy. 
YeR: though. it be dopendent upon an extraneous factor, there would be 
185°. 
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tothing incongruous in ita ‘being: ‘compounded (with x threo e “In ‘the’ 
case in question, however, we: have already explained that the: Pat" "ia 
not related to all ‘ Ratings.’ 

“For these reasons it minst - be admitted that the : “Wating. of ths 
= Vagutkarty Priest, to be done ‘first, is that which. is “due to his having 
Ee performed the Vasatkara, and then that Rating to which | he is ‘entitled. by 
-.renson of the name (of the Cup) ; and i it is not the latter that- is to » 
k done firat of all. , 
, [Thus there are two ! nese for the e ste Price. 1 


 ADRIRARARA ( ee 
[Tho actions of Homa and Abhisava also are causes for eating.) 


geg (32): “Homa and Abhisava also (entitle to drink). 


` Those: enumerated above are not the only causes for Wating; as the. 
ite of: Homa and Abhisava give rise to another Hating; because of” 
g the: sentence ' Havirdhané gravabhirabhisutya, Ghavaniyé hutvd, pratyañ- 

` cak parétya, sadasi bhakgan bhaksayanti.’ (‘Having, in the storeroom, 
: pounded the Soma by means of stones, and offering it into the sacrificial 
` fi ire, and coming back into the Assembly Room, they eat of their portions’)... 
(1) Inasmuch as the actions Homa and Abhisava themselves, with. 
“all their accessories are already laid down elsewhere, they could. not bo 
S taken. as being enjoined by this sentence (which, therefore, must be taken 
as laying down the Hating due to these actions). 
: ` Objection : “Like the Dīkęðvākya, the sentence might be ike Kë 
S t laying. down the order (in which the actions of Homa and Abhigava and. 

x Bating are to be performed).” | 
°° Reply: But this is not possible ;. as the order of sequence is implied 
: be the very nature of the actions themselves ; as there could be no Abhi- 
` Goen (pounding and extracting) of that Which has been offered into the fire, 
“tor: could there be an offering of that which has been Baten [hence the 
“te of the actions must be—(1) Pounding, (2) Homa, and (3) Fating]. 

7. (7 And then as for the ‘coming back’ (‘ prat; yañcah parétya ’), 

“that dan ie implied by the very nature of things ; as in coming from the 
“place of the Sacrificial Fire to the Assembly Room (such is the way in 
; Which the houses are constructed, that) one could not but ‘ come (or walk): 
RM (ana enn the sentence cannot he taken as eying down this coming 
bai, i | 
S SCH SE as the Hott and other Priests aro ‘performing their 
Kee in the Assembly Room, it is necessary’ to bring the Soma into. 
“Ahab: Room, for-the sake of those Ratings of it that are due to the per- : 
R formance of Vagathara, and to the names (of the various Cups); and here. 
-it iw aleo necessary. for the Adhvarya Priest to convey the invitation for. 
ating: (to the various Priests concerned) ; and hence the mention (in the 
-aentence) of the * Asvombly Room’ is only by way of á desctiptive reference: 
4 . henoe: this, too. cannot. be taken as the aa Sean by the: 


Mee ` mme 


: ~ And iias we ‘fad ‘that ‘the: SE AS spoke ofi in the Nier" 

K which'i is not- already implied or got at: by other ` means, is that of: Rating ; $ 
-and hence it is. this alone that oan be regarded as the object of Inj unction,” 
> And the purpose served by the mention of the. actions of ‘Homa’ 
(‘hutva') and‘ Abhisava’ (‘ Abhigutya "ie ‘simply: to ‘show . that- the 
- Eating enjoined in the sentence is to. be done by the same persons ‘that. 
. perform these two. actions, | And these two actions, of Home: and Abhi. | 
sava having been found to: serve distinct purposes of their own, they can 
not be ‘taken as mere accessories. to the Fating. As for the. Eating, we 
have already found that it serves as the purification of the material ; aud 
-hence the mention of the relationship: of other. things (Home and - Abhi: 

gava) is not for the purpose of showing its subsidiary character.. Hence. 
it must be admitted, from the very nature of the things concerned, that 
‘the Homa and the Abhisava are tho causal conditions of Eating. ` 
. . And for this reason, it. must be admitted that the Performer of the 
‘actions of Homa and Abhigava should also eat the Soma. ` ce 


. ADHIKARANA (12), 
(The Vasatkarip and others should eat the Soma out of the Cn ps. i} 


ae (31: ze Because. of the direct declaration with 
“regard to the Cups, the general declaration would 
op ‘apply to the others? . 


S ` {We find the sentence: ‘Praitu hotugeamasah, pra Bralimanah, prod: 
i ECH näm’ sand then there arises the question as to whether the Perfor mers 
ofthe Homa, Abhisava and the Vasatkara should cat of the said Cups or 
not." That is to say]. Ina case where we have a coalition of the afore- 
id: ‘causal conditions of Bating,—(1) should we take the two Eatings 
A se @) or as EES alternatives, (3) or as one EE paide the. 
o Es | 
a The c common notion being that, ene A8 they would all serve e the: 
game purpose, they should be taken as ee EE this 
ome have the following Se , | 
ee ae PURVAPAKSHA. 


a GE “Inesmuch ag s the sentencos, ‘ praitu hotu camatah, ’ ete., speak of tho 
ae Caps as specifically related to the Huty, ete., tho generic declaration, as. to 
"He Hating consequent upon Homa and Abhisava should be taken a 
ee duly. observed by the Hating of these out of the Vessels ; and as such the 
` "7 eonnaction of these with the Cups must: be regarded as set aside by the- 
r former: specific declarations; And hence the eating (by the Performers 
oe of ege eto. i should be out of the SE Geet than Se aforesaid 
oe "Zeck Gë = | e 
EK CEA D ST SIDDHANTA, Se E 

ii NS There should be ating by the derformers of 
Homa, eto., out-of the cups); because there is equal: 
couse for this; specially as the sentences quoted. 
ane not. ‘meant to specify. the Performers (Hoi, : 
ders) of. the. Cups. (to ‘the preclusion of. all others); 
e because: they merely speak of these Golders, as. date 
among: others, related. to the Cups), ` or EE 


there: would be: a ‘possibility’ (of the Parma in SE eating out: ie 
Cups) 5 because of the presence of the causal conditions.” In a one 
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where we have. the causal conditions; in the shape ‘of ‘the: Vasatkara, we 
would have the said possibility, by Direct: Injunction, bearing. Upon the: 
relationship ‘of the: Vasatkira, Nor does. this Injunction operate only in. 
a general way ; as it is directly. laid down, ina specific. form, in regard. to. 
the Soma for which the Vasatkira has. been performed, ` Tn fact: the: Name: 
E hotugcamasah, ete. } would certainly be weaker in authority, í on account, of 
its extreme remoteness from its objective; but with all that, wa do accept 
the indications of that Name to be authoritative, as we find: that thero is 
no other function’ to be served by it. And such being the case, all that 
the. sentences (‘pattie hotuh, etc.’) must be regarded, as Jaying. down. ‘the. 
eating of these priests, and not as setting aside anything else, in the shape. 
of the Eating by the Performers in.question, being out of the said Cups, 
And then again, in the case of a material that consists of various parts, it 
is quite possible for many persons to eat out of the same Cup; specially . 
when the substance that is eaten is the bitter and hot Soma. In fact we 
have a direct declaration to the effect that ‘only a little should be eaten’ ; 
and certainly if one were to eat up all that would be in the Cup, it could 
not be said to be‘ a little’; while if he leaves a little in the Cap, that little 
woald stand in need of Disposal; and as such there would be.room for 
another. Hating (out of the same Cup). Hence it is necessary that thero 
should be room for the eating, by the Performers in question, out of ‘the 
said Cups. d 

 . [Though the Bhapya has. ake Sutra here, yet the Vartika dos 
` not take it up; and the reason for this omission seems to lio in thè fact 
of the Sitra not being found in the Sätra text.} ` 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
{tthe first Hating i is that by the Hoty Priest.] ` 


i aire mëi: yes There being a single vessel, it ae the 
"o 46 Adhvaryu that should. eat ER s, as such is the. 
— “order of sequence” 5 | | 

7 “Tt has. been proved that more than one person should ent out of the 
~ sama’ vessel ; ‘and we now deal with the order, eto, in which the Pating 
“dato be: done. br them.. (And on the question, as to which Priest. should 
K eat. t the Soma first of all) we. have the following — ei | 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Tf the Adkuaryu eats it first, then there would be no disor dor ? in the 
RK é perfòrinánoss due to an unnecessary increase in the number of the pass- 
Hj Ines from hand to. hand; otherwise (inasmuch as it is the Adhvaryu who. 
aS D holds the Cup after the Howe has been offered), if he did not have the 
oa first Hating, but had to pass on the Cup to others, then it would be neces: 
D sary for the Cup to be offered back again to him (for his own Hating out 
oF it) (and then it would be passed on to others) ; and this would involve. 
“9 deal of u unncessary disorder. Hence it must be admitted that it is the 
Se — Priest who should do the first aii a | 


eee WA ji “The Hoty priest (should. eat first) because | 
on o Of the words of the Mantra, i 
S SS GE D after the more authoritative proof has been. put for- 
a the. introduction of the. weaker becomes: very difficult, the E : 
d hegitis with the patting forward of the words of the Mantra, ` 
ae Th Mantra. that ig recited in praise of. the Stone shows. that the first - 
‘Rating is. tobe done ‘by He Priesta performing the Hautra operations. 
This Mostra i is as follows :—‘ Sp vadanis [at the time of the Pounding they ` 
"Bt fe sound}. patavateahasravaccdbhikrandants [this qualifies the afore- . 
‘Said sound) hantabhirdsabhch [with faces made blue by the touch of the- 
Beach istetharmant: sgrtctnah: sukrtah [behaving well]: eukptyaya (he 


"ue: e ed behaviour): Hotugett: puree: haviradyam acata fate: up the portion 
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that was to have been: eaten: by the Hotr first of all}; and the Mantra dis, 

tinctly shows that the.‘ first” Hating is. to. be done. be the: Vasatharty. 

(he being’ one of- the. Hoty. Priests) (and this. is. ‘algo. pointed. out br the: 
: ‘sentence ` iy asatkarttih ` “prathamo ` bhaksah D. - Indicative of. the ‘same 
thing we have also the Mantra, ‘ Hoféna. nah prathamampahi’ ~i.6, just: 
“ag the Hoty is the first to: drink: the Soma, so, etc., ete. “which, o the 
-simile put. in; Kaes, shows that the ae is the fir st to ent. E 


‘sara ( (38): “Also because a a , distinct Declaration d 
| SEN that. effect). 7 Gs 


We have already spoken. of the qualified e i aper th 
prathama bhaksah’;. (and this distinctly declares that the first. eating 
is to be done by the Vasatkartr: who is one of the Hotr pr iesta), And ag 
‘the. several factors have been. laid down before, there can be no incon.. 
_gruity.in the fact of the sentenco enjoining more than one thing. Tn 
fact, the compound (‘ prathamabhaksah x supplies a further reason. (for 
the multifariousness of the Injunction) ; that is to say, inasmuch as the 
‘Compound lays down a single Karaka which has been mentioned. in the 
same word with another, ` the present case. is not subject to- the daw 
enunciated i in. ‘Sutra Bä , 


3 Sūtra ER “Also SEN of ‘the ga of sequence in 
Ka the prompting CAUSES. 


8 “The effects always appear in the same order. as their causes ; -and 
i we find. that the prompting cause (of eating), in the: shape ‘of the 
performance of a certain action in. connection with the sacrifica which 
is the first to appear is the Vasatkara (a function of the Hotr Priest); 
which is followed by the Homa, the function of the Adhvaryu zas. is. 
-distinctly pointed out by the Injunction ‘Vasathrté juhoti,’. [Aud as anch 
the. eating of the Vasathartr—Bote would Sea am that of | 
the Adhoaryu.] i 
2 Objection: d The Sate of Pounding (Adhitabha by the ëm) 
R preceded: even that of the Vagathara.” -`> 0 te 
". ` Reply: “Tae, it. did appear. before ; bat tune alone dia not akó it 
a ‘prompting cause: of. the. Eating of Borinanta; 8s itis: ‘the: Poundiny l 
‘as taken along with the Homa that ‘constitutes the prompting canse:(of 
the. Eating), ag will be ‘shown: ‘under Sutra Vi--iv—-25: [And GEI 
“the: ‘Pounding: be done: before the’ Vasaikara, yet as. ths : Bond Ze deg 
after this: latter, the Eating dua to the two-actions of ‘Pounding and ! Home. 
S would ‘necessarily come after that’ due to. ‘the: Vagathara). Ee ES 

Bee.  fegëie mig du "be ded, ween, br ‘the sentence E Ac et puree 


RS GATING: Er. gong HBE 


“havivadyomapata’, to: believe: that ¢ any ‘of the Hott priests ‘might’ do the. 
‘prst datings but. the: present Siira and the Jet have made ‘it’ quite: 
S deg: ‘that: ‘the: first. ‘eatin g-is to be done: by the Vasatkar tr— He oly, and: 
ehenee: ‘the: word hotih x in the sentence just quoted should be taken as: 
denoting? the: ‘Vasathartr. - 8 E E 


ADHI KARANA 1 Wi 
SE The Fating should be done after the Permission d been: given. J 


"mes (40): The Eating should be done. only. Sege, 
“permitted ; EE of thé direct Geen o 
-that Effect. ? 


SH the case: of many. persons eating out of the same vessel: ‘there’ 
aie a question as to whether every one of them should eat only after the 
‘permission to do so has been given, or without any such. permission and ‘for. 
` simplicity’ s sake, the Pirvapaksha is that “ there should be no restriction 
a to this”; but the Siddhanta‘is that the Eating should be done only when: 
` permitted ; ‘because of the direct declaration to that effect—viz.. * Tasmat- 
Boma ndnupahutena payah’ Ié Therefore the: Soma should not be drunk by 
‘one who is not invited to-do II | | 
| This Sutra has been put in, simply for- Ge purpose of säit the 
an of the sentence ‘ taemat, Ka d and for that. of Preparing. the ‘ground 
for the next Adhikarana.. 


E ADHIKARAŅA us, 
[The Permission should be by the words of the Voda. ] 


Sätra- (4): ‘The Permitasion. should: be conveyed. by 
means of. the words ‘ Upahiita ‘upuhvayasea rs 
because of the indicati ve force of these (words), 


Ta answer to the question as to-by means of which words the Per mis- 
-gion Ze to be conveyed, it is declared that it is to be done by the words 
E Droieto upähvayasva.’ Both. of theso words have been put in witha 
view to'show what is to be said by the Person conveying the Permission 
for: Invitation), as well as ‘by one who is permitted (or invited). [The 
Mond: :Upahūta ' — gon. are invited, being the ormen, and ‘ Upahvay yasa’ | 
“= please i invite, being the latter.) : 
cues he sense of the Sttra is that, in any case, the invitation: should not 
S Se ‘conveyed be means of the words of ordinary parlance. 


_ADHIKARANA (16). 
, [The Aoceptanco should ES be by means of Vedic words SC 


ks (42): The words. conveying the acceptance (of 
the Invitation) are impiied t in the same (that: have 
been quoted before). ` 


ri the place i of § vacanam ', some people read ` ‘ vadanam. d P 
`. The Pürvapaksha is that “either both the Tnvitation od. its 

Acceptance, or only one of these should be made by means of the words 

A “of Gen parlance,” | See 

` And in reply to this we have the Siddhanta os follows :— . 
|. Inasmuch as the mero verbal order is always set aside by th the order of 

its Denotation, the word : Upahata’ should be taken as the one conveying l 
the Permission E the word ‘ A ) as i tho one signifying | SE 
. Acceptance. | | | 


eo 


 ADHIKARANA (17). 
` [The Permission 18 necessary for those Eating out of the same vessel T 


ES (3): “The Permission should be. for those who 
` “eat out of the same vessel; us tt is onty those that 
are associated together (in that Eating). 


ae the Permission herein laid down were such as had not been fonnd | 
Gs elsowliere, then it might have been obtained from any person; as a matter 
OF: fact. however, we find that the ‘ Permission’ here. restricted (as to” 
` be given: by means of Vedic words) is only such as is generally found in 
l ordinary life, And hence its possibility could never be set aside in a case 
; where it is fonnd to exist, It is only among the priests cating out of the 
mm game Bez that the shares pene Se (in accordance with the Stra 


ie ie be pla by mutual EE (Gi (pelea a Even mouet the 
‘Eating by one person. would not cause any impurity in the Soma, and as 
gach, there is no imperceptible . (supersensaous) harm done by such Est- 
Ange, yet: the fact of a number of people eating together out of the same. 
Wessel, is. actually found to give rise to such perceptible disagreeable 
resulta, as the hurting of one another's feelings ; ; and as. such, there is, in. 
“euch canes, a necessity for the said Permission. Hence it must be admitted d 
nt. the ‘Permission | is AE ouly for those eating out of thie same e 
ACTIN 3 H 


ADAIKARANA (18): 


E Socrificer himself should also eat the Soma. J] 


ps (44): The transference of. the. CN 


“66 from: the H otr) does not transfer ` the: Eating 


"eg (from him), just like the Appointment,” .- 


E SS ` In connection with. the Riugrahajyas of the Jyotistoma, we find oe 
S the ‘appointment of the six Priests with the Sacrificer as the seventh is laid 
ie down for the performance of the Yayya ; and we also find it declared’ that: 


Gs tha‘ ‘Yajya belongs to the Sacrificer ’ ; with regard to the last there are two 


= alternatives—the Sacrificer himself. reciting the Yajya mantras, or relegat- 
ing the reciting to the Hotr Priest. And in case he should do.it himself, 
` (here arises the: question as to whether, or not, this taking’ up, . be the 
~ Saerificer, of the Yayya-r ecitation (which might have been done: by. the 
` Hotr Priest), leads to the tr ansference, from the Hotr, also of the: per- 
formance of the Vaşatkära , and’ the Hating consequent upon this latter, 


And c on this oo we have the Ee SE 
| . PORVAPARSHA. Laag E E 


E “There can en no such transference: of the Eating ; ? Eege thee is 


SS no. Vedic declaration to that effect; and: certainly the removal of ‘one. 
SEA thing does not necessarily imply the transference of the other; as there. 
` rie no sort of connection between the two ; so in the case in question what 
. “we find. laid down is the transference: of. the Yajya. only, and not of the- 


SEET Ee f 


“ Vagatkāra and the Hating also. Corisequently, just ag the. transference 
“of the Fang does not transfor the. appointment of the Horr, 80: in. ‘the 
ame manner, it would not transfer: his. Rating: | e ’ 

` — & Objection: "At Ve time. that the Sactifioor wette the Yup 
` Gg himself, there i ig. no transference (of it ‘from: the: Sacrificar),--becanse: of 


oo the declaration—the Yajya belongs to the Hotr ; but when.: he  diracta: the 
S “a Hoty. {to do it for him), ‘then, certainly, there. would: be. a ‘transference x 
ER ‘and as such what we have. ‘to consider. isthe ‘question, asi to- ‘whethér; or: 


iM not, the transfareiice of. the Ris Fror. the dee involves: the. rans 7 
for ence of his Hating. also.” SE SE Ve 


ut Reply ; ‘The: Yay Ge CH Eating: and ‘the: Vasalkara SES found. | 


Rares A 


Se o belong to thé: Hotr; ‘on account of ‘the nume Hautra (piven: to Al. Oe 


Be hat ie. to say before the appearance of the sentence ` the Yajya : 


“there could’ be Do question as to whether these latter should be 
~ wansferred from him or not.. Consequently, we niust explain thus: 
` The sentence—‘ the Fäjyå belongs to the Sacrificer having transferred - 
“the Yayya- only (from the Hofr to the Sacrificer),—the Vasatkdra - 
being something wholly distinet from the Yajya, and hence there being ` 
“4 no-possibility of the relationship (between these two) of the primary _ 
“and the stibsidiary (a whole and part),-—the process adopted would. be 
` “that: aftor the sacrificer has finished the Yajya, the Hoir would do the S 
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both performed br one opd the same person,—and. not. if. these-two were. 
"performed. Gë two, different / “persons : (the. Sacrificer: ‘and. the. Rani. And 
fer. this resp, its, must be admitted that, the Vagathira. and the: Eating. 
‘should belong: to thè. same përson to: whom the: For belonga,—even 
“though - the actions: be not: ‘one dnd the same, and there be no relationship: 
‘of the whole and ‘part; and hence we ‘conclude that there shouldbe a 
traneféronto. of the Vagathara and. the Eating d also (from. the Hote to 


“6 Sätra (48). Ae for Ge Appointment, it cae be set ani, 
k: because. it has been already made. . | 


~ -The Purvapaksin has argued. that “ ‘just as there is no Se of 
the Appointment, sọ far there can be none of the Vagatkara and the ee 
ing”. And to this we make. the following reply :— ` | 
=- The Appointment having been already made in the past TE is Es 
transference of it at the time of that of the Yajya; while as for the 
Hating, it has yet got to be done ; and hence. we accept the transference 
of that. 

` That is to ear, a Ge of the Se lead to. the ZS 
ference of that alone which would be capable of being transferred from 
one thing to the other. As a matter of fact, we find that, at. the time of 
the transference of the Yajya, the Appointment of the Hotr is not cap- 
able of being transferred or set aside ; nor would the Appointment, even 
if done in connection with the Saciificer after its proper time has passed, 
be.in-the correct form. As for the Hating on the other hand, we find 
that it is both capable. of being transferred, and of being connected with 
‘another person, without any incongruity; and hence there can be no 
analogy | between the case in question and that of the Appointment. 


` There is, however, something to be said against the abdve: explana- 
eeu ; it is this: | “ Why should the Appointment. be incapable of being 
‘8 transferred, when, ass matter. of fact, we find that it is after everyone 
a ‘ optional alternative. has been definitely: fixed’ upon, as to be. follawed, en 
K that the performance of the sacrifice ig’ begun P It is. quite. possible, ai 
“the. very time that the . sacrificial appointments. are ‘made, for:-us.;to 
“decide as to. whether: the. Yajya ‘would be recited: be the Sacrificer or by 
the Raps: and. ‘when. this, has been done, the: Appointment: could. þe 
“made. accordingly, = any one of. the two . persons ‘being appointed.” df 
the, Recitation. ofthe Fang. were. a: ‘conditional dation, Tike: the: Uru. 
8 Jonge, the: Vignuyage and: the like; then i in that. case; ingjaminii ‘aa, prigh j 


SE to Che appearance of. the condition; the Recitation wotld nat: have Wo- 
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quired an existence, io might not being about the said Appointment 
“Ags a matter of tact however, the Reeitation is noi conditional, but 
“absolutely necessary, mand as such could always bring ahont. the Appoint- 
ment in accordance with itself, 

“Then, it has been argued that ‘the Appointment could not be set 
“aside from the Hof, heenuse how could it be set aside from the Hofr 
“when itis absolutely necessary for the sake of his own Vagya'? But 
“then there is no distinct Appointment solely tor the sake of the Yagya 
“the transference whereof world be suspected. As even fora thousand 
‘recitations of the Yagya we coald have a single Appointment, in common 
“for all of them. And this Appotutment is done with a view to certain 
‘supersensnous results; and then, inasmuch as it is done after the 
= Appointment for the whole performance of the Joytishtoniu has been 
‘made, there would be no difference perceived in it, and as ach it 
‘Seould be done in common for all (the Recitations). 

“Then, it has been urged that ‘the appointment of the Saevifieer 
“being made after the proper time for it has passed, it would ve 
“defective” But this argument is contrary to what has been said 
“in the Stiéra SGurdope mukhyasya` (Xii =la) Spoctally as in 
“that case there is no distinct periormanee of the original Primary and 
“its Modification, 

“As for the deelavation, that ‘in the original sacrifice everything 
“should be done in wecardanee with the divces declarations bearing upon 
“the subject,’--this is contrary to the Survushaklyadhikarana, where 
“it is shown that anything can be done according as the time for 
‘St presents itself.” 

In view of these arguments, we must explain the Safed in the follow- 
ing manner: At the very outset (in sūtra £5) we have shown that ‘the 
transference of one thing does not necessarily imply that of the other, — 
this dictum being taken for granted, as quite well known and based 
upon other reasons; and in the present S Giro, what is pointed out is that 
‘there can be uo transference of the Appointment as it has been 
already made, —that is to say, done for the sake of a different Yäjyä. 
Consequently, when the Sacrificer would perform the sacrifice, and 
would give directions (to the Hotr,) then too, there would be an Appoint- 
ment fur the sake of a different Yajyi. But there is this difference 
(between the Appointment on the one hand, and the Vusathira and the 
Rating on the other), that the Appointment dues not. like the Vasat- 
Ware and the Kating, follow the trend of the Ya@jy. 
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ADHIKARANA. (19). 


[The Pinani constitutes a modification- of the material for 
Sacrifice. | o dk 7 


Sūtra (47) : “The Phalacamasu thut is prepared under 
w certain conditions constitutes a modification 
“of the Kating-material ; because Bot the GE 

vg Declarations.” 


In connection with the Jyotistoma we ind it laid down that under 
the condition of the sacrifice. being performed by the Kgattriya or the 
Vaishya,—instead of the 'Oup of Soma,’ we should prepare the Phala- 
camasa (the ‘ Fruit-Cap '),—which is thus laid down:—‘ Having pounded 
the sprouts, or the fruits, of the vata tree, we should mix it with the 
curd, and then offer it to the Ksattriya or the Vaishya sacrificer, for eating.’ 
And with regard to this Phalacamasa, there arises a question, as to 
whether it is a modification of the material for Hating, or of that for the 
Sacrifice (i.e. is it meant only for being eaten, or for vane offered in 
Sacrifice). 

And on this question, we have the following 


" PORVAPAKSA. 


= () Because we have the direct declaration—' if he SH to eat 
“ then the said pha!acamasa should be given to him for eating’,—(2) because 
“the direct declaration of the pronoun ‘tam’ (in the sentence ‘ tamasamar 
“bhakgam prayacchét’) points to that which bes been ` mentioned be- 
“ fore. —(3) because we have the direct declaration of the eating,—(4) 
“ because it is the eating (of Soma) that is spoken of immediately before 
“the sentence under. consideration,—(5) because the. Soma (for eating). is 
“mentioned in the same sentence as the Phalacamasa;—therefore we 
a conclude. that the Phalacamasa becomes an object. ` for eating ; ; and. there- 
br taking the place of the Soma, it would replace only that Soma which 
“is eaten, and not that which. ts. offered in sdorifice, Because that which is 
"declared in regard. to-one thing. cannot set aside the Soma which i is with 
Ki “er to: something else, ae 
o Then again, the gonnection. of the Phulacaneii with: ‘the. ‘Boarifice 
d? shown: by. the fact of ita appearing in the. Context ` ‘(of . the. Fyotig- 
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“ tonin) ; and the indication of the Context is cer tainly much less authori- | 
“tative; and as such it could not set aside the Soma, whichis directly 
‘“Jaid down in the original Injunction, from. the Principal action of the 
1 Sacrifice (and as such in regard to the Sacrifice, the Phalacamasa could 
“not be substituted for. the Soma). 

«Ag for the neglect of the Disposal of the Soma (caused by the sub- 
“ stitution of the. Phulacamusa for it, at the time of the Disposnl-eating), 
“it would not be very sinful, even if there were no Vedic text authorising 
“ such'substitution ; and hence it is all the less so, when we have a Direct 
“Declaration (of the Phalacamasa as to be substituted for the Soma at 
“the time of eating). 

“For these reasons, the Phalucamasa should be regarded as a modi- 
“ fleation of the material that is eaten (and not of that which is offered 
“in sacrifice).” 

| | SIDDHANTA. 
Sittra (48): It is a modification of the material for 

Sacrifice; as all purification is for the sake of that 


The Bhasya begins with showing the Indicative force of the words. 
lt is only when the Phalacamasa is a modification of the sacrificial 
material, that it can obtain a relationship with the Soma-sacrifice. Aud 
it is only when the presence of the Soma is set aside by the fact of its 
place having been taken by the Phalacumusa that we can have the phrase 
‘na somam’ by way of a descriptive reference; just like the expression 
‘na gerd giréti’ in the sentence, ‘Airam kriv udgayali-, na gird gëtt. 

Objection: “ Without connection with a sacrifice how could the 
“ Phalucamasa be a modification of the genio’ material? That is to say, 
“the Indicative force (of: the expression ‘nu somam’) could not be 
applicable to the case in question without some sort of connection with ` 
“a sacrifice.” 

In reply to this, the connection with sacrifice is shown by the quoting 
of the whole passage——‘ sa yadi Hajanyam vä Vaishyam va ydjayé, nyagro- 
dhastibhih, etc. ete,—tabhirydjayet.’ (‘In case one be called upon to 
‘offciate-at a sacrifice parlor med by the Ksattriya or the Vaishya, ho should 
fetch the. Vafa-sproute . . , and have the sacrifice performed by means of 
these Lk Tt is not. E that the connection must be with only such 
a verb’ aŠ appears afterwards ; specially as it is not the mere fact of the 
verb oecurring in the first. part of the sentence that forms the basis of 
the signification of.‘ precedence in time,’ by the affix ‘kivd’ (in the words 
‘apaniyojya,’ etc., etc.) ; as we find in the sentence < gacchati goktug ` 
| whiees the precedence, i in time, is that of the ‘eating, in comparison with the 
‘golg? and. hance in the: case in queatioh, the connection with a sacrifice | 
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is shown by the sentence itself. Though the actual word used in the 
-sentence is the causative (‘ yajayét’), yet the connection should be taken 
as being with the simple ‘ sacrifice,’ just as in the sentence grdmakamam 
yfijayét ` because as for the subsidiary performer (who would be the 
nominative of the causative ‘ ydjayét’), he is already known, and not lead- 
ing to any result, cannot form the object of Injunction. 

Such being the case, the expressions ‘tamasmat bhaksam’ and 
‘na somam’ would thereby serve the purpose of a descriptive reference to 
the ‘offering of the Phalucamasa’ and the ‘absence of soma,’ both of 
which are previously laid down. 


The above explanation is not admissible ; as it involves the following 
anomalies: (1) Remote syntactical connection ; (2) the rejection of the 
signification of ‘tamasmuc’; (3) absence of injunctive potency; (4) the 
assumption of the injunctive potency for that which serves the sole purpose 
of pointing out the prompting cause; (5) assumption of the sense of the 
Instrumental ending; (6) rejection of the Accusative; (7) the removal 
of all Soma; and (8) the a of the factor of simple ‘sacrifice ’ 
from the causative ‘ ya jayét.’ 

That is to say—(L) though between the inten pee and the 
former conditional declaration ‘ sa yadi, etc.’, we have the sentence ‘ sa yadi 
somam vibhaksayisét, yet wo take the former two as syntactically con- 
nected, irrespective of the interruption. (2) Though the Pronoun in 
‘tamasmai ’ is, by direct declaration, known to have the power of referring 
to the person spoken of in the context, the above explanation would neces- 
sitate the rejection of this power, as also the immediate sequence. 
(3) The presence of the conditional ‘if’ in the sentence "eg yadi, etc.’, 
sets aside the injunctive potency of the sentence; and hence it could not 
be taken as laying down the sacrifice as connected with the Phalacamasu 
(unless we were to assume an injunctive potency in the sentence), (4) The 
sentence ‘sa yadi, etc’, having served all its purpose by having pointed out 
the conditions, any fur ther assumption of the injunctive potency would be 
most incongruous. (5) It will be necessary to assume the absolutely 
non-existing word ‘(@bhih’ (with the Instrumental ending) along with 
the latter ‘y@juyat.’ (6) Thongh in the expression ‘tamasmai,’ the 
word ‘tam’ (with the Accusative ending) signifies the predominance 
(of the eating-material), yet that would be lost sight of; and further, the 
word ‘prayacch@t’ being clearly found to have the character of the- 
injunctive, it would not be correct to take it as a mere descriptive 
veference. (8) Noris il -quite admissible to extract the subordinate factor 
of the mere ‘ sacrifice” from the causative ‘ yäjayët’ and then .conneet it 
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with the Phalucamasa, (7) Inasmuch as the Phalacumasa would be 
recognised as connected with the whole of the Jyotistuma, the Somu would - 
be wholly rejected, and the whole of the sacrifice wonld be performed with 
the Phalacamusa, All these right anomalies are most incongruons and in- 
admissible. 

The author of the Bhasya also says—‘ yājayilumiti gamyaté,’ and not 
that there is a connection with the causative ‘yijayét.’ And the author 
of the sitra also has put forward the reason‘ because all purification is 
for the suke of the sacrificial material’, aud not that ‘ because it is connec- 
ted with ydyayét.’ And for these reasons we cannot admit the above 
explanation. 

Some people explain thus:—“ Inasmuch as there is a sacrifice 
“mentioned in the Context, the sentence in question dors not establish 
“the necessary relationship with the sentence (of that sacrifice); and 
“hence on meeting with the sentence ‘tum prayacchét,’ when there arises 
“a question as to for what purposo, this shonld he given (prayacchét) ; 
“the answer to this is that it is giveg for the purposes of yäjana 
“ (officiating at the sacrifice of the Kesattriyu), as is shown br the 
“Context.” 

Bat this explanation also is open to the following objections: (1) All 
the Soma in the sacrifice would bo replaced by the Phalacamasa; (2) 
the absence of connection (of the Phalacamasa) with the eating, which is 
expressed by the word ‘tam’ and as such is cognized by means of the 
same sentence as the Phalacamasa itself ; (3) and in that case (there being 
no such connection, we could not explain the Masculine affix in ‘fam’ 
(as the Pronoun would apply to the ‘ nyugrathashthivik, which is not 
masculine); (4) and the ‘iam’ would be construed along with ‘ praya- 
cchet,’ notwithstanding the intervention of ‘ bhuksam’ (the construction 
being ‘ tam ydjayitum prayacchét "1. 

For these reasons, it becomes necessary that the Siddhanta should be 
explained in such a way as would not do away with connection of 
‘bhaksam.’ Because at the very ontset we have to consider these 
questions—(1) Is the ‘eating’ that is enjoined (in ‘fumasmat bhuksam 
preyacchét’) one that has not been laid down before; or is it the same that- 
has been spoken of before? (2) Is the ‘eating’ enjoined as a puri- 
ficatory rite, or an independent action by itself, or as a purificatory rite 
auæilliary to the sacrifice 7 

If it be an altogether new ‘eating’ that is enjoined, then it comes to 
be an indirect aid to the sacrifice, which is not admissible; as (1) that 
Would involve the assumption of a transcendenta! result (following from 
the eating); (2).the use to which it wonld be put would be very far from. 
that indicated by the Context; and (3) it would be aiding something with 
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which it has no direct connection; Then again, the geen ending it 
‘tam’ distinctly shows that the material to: be eaten is something to be 
purified ; as otherwise. we should have had. the word ‘l&na’; and. hence 
the ‘eating’ must be regarded as a purificatory action. -It is- in the 
very nature of purificatory actions, that they take up substances-that have 
been used, or those that have to be used; but as that which would 
be ‘eaten’ could not possibly be used again, the ‘eating” must be 
regarded as purtficatery of thal which has been uscd. Thus then, when the 
Phalacamasa would be betaking itself to the puvificatory eatin, it could 
be thus addressed—‘ thou couldst be purified by the eating, only if thou 
wouldst be used for some purpose or other, and not otherwise’; and 
thus looking for its being used, the Phalucamusa becomes, through the 
Context, taken up as an anxilliary to the Sacrifice. And then, before it has 
been used, and thereby become capable of being purified by the eating of 
the sacrificer,—it becomes related to the sacrificial portions, by means of 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of its being eaten by the sacrificer); and this 
fact having become duly ascertained, the Phalacamasa would be taken as 
forming the material for the repetition of the offering out of the Cup of the 
Sacrificer ; becanse the fact of its not being used in the other vessels or 
Cups would not interfere with its being eaten by the Sacrificer (and it is 
_only the apparent Inconsistency of this that has been made the ground of 
its connection with the sacrificial portions), And in this manner, uso 
would be found for the Soma also (as the other vessels and Cups would 
contain the Soma, only that of the Kgultriya or Vaiçya sacrifiver being 
filled with the Phalacamasa). | 

Or, it may be that the word ‘ Bhaksa,’ pronounced in connection 
with the context of the Jyotistoma, would be based upon the original 
* bhaksa' of the Soma; and as this latter Bhaksa is known as pursficatory 
of the remnant of the muterial used at the Sacrifice, the bhaksa (eating) of 
the Phalacamasa too could be purificatory of it only as the remnant of 
that which has been used in the sacrifice ; and it: could not: be taken as 
serving any purpose other than that pur ification ; nor, lastly, eould it be 
taken as an independent action by itself; as we find none of the. 
causes ~such as ‘other words,’ ete., described. in “Adhyaya E that Pona 
. ghow it to be an independent action. 
And fur ‘ther, the clause —‘ sa yadi somam vibħakgayişðt distinctly 
_ shows that the ‘ea ting’ of the Phalacamase i is correlative to the-‘ eating of 
: Soma’, which is thus ‘mentioned in the same. sentence with. itself ; ag 
_ Otherwise; the mention of ‘ Soma. wolld-be absolutely meaningless: 

. Nor is it possible for the clause tna somam?’ to be taken-as-a mere 
descriptive. reference ; ; because: if. the“ ‘euting of: the Phalacamasa® that 18 
` divid, down ia. the sentence. were $ wholly ‘different: ‘eating, laid down as 
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an indirect aid to the sacrifice, then, i in that case, it wonld not oust the 
Soma; as the. two would not have the same functions to subserve (the eating 
of Soma being a Disposal, while that of the Phalacamusa, being, according 
to this: view, an indirect aid); and when the Soma would not be ousted, 
there: could be no mere descriptive reference of its prohibition. . 

Nor can the clause ‘na somam’ be taken as an Injunction ; hecause 
that would: involve a syntactical split, and the assumption of a transceden- 
tal result; and further, the sentence would become wholly irrelevant 
und. absurdly out of place; as the construction of the whole would be 
something like this:—‘yadi somam bhaksanéna samskartumicchet (if one 
should wish to purify the Soma by eating), tatah phulacamusobhakgana- 
maradupakdrakum kuryāt (then he should do the cating of the Phalaca- 
masa, Which is an indirect aid to the sacrifice), phalacumasam vā samskur- 
yat (or he should purify the Phalacamasa)!! And if the sentence is 
construed as——‘ yéna bhakshanéna yathabhitam somam samskartumicchét 
tēnu tdthdbhituméva phalucamasam samskuryat’ (‘one should purify, by 
eating, the Phalacamasa in the same char acter, and in the same way 
as he wishes to do with regard to the Soma’),-- then, in that case, by 
Apparent Inconsistency, we would come to take it as the Phalacamasa as 
related to (and forming the material for) the repetition of the offering made 
out of the Cup of the sacrificer. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Phalacamasa 
constitutes a modification (substitute) for the Soma, as regards the 
offerings at the sacrifice. 

Says the Bhdsya: ‘Saisa vyavadhdranakalpand.’ That is to say, 
just as in the case of the sacrifice performed for the Acceptance of the 
Horse-gift, though the assertion was ‘as many horses as he should accept. 
yet it was taken in the sense of ‘as many as he should give,’ and 
accordingly the jn was taken as to be performed by the (tiver,—so, in the 
same manner, in the case in question, though the declaration is to the 
effect that ` d should be offered for eating’ (‘ bhaksam prayacchét’), yet it 
is taken in the sense that ‘it should be offered as the material to be 
offered: in sacrifice.’ : 

The same reasoning holds respecting aaah sentences as ` putikima- 
bhisinuyat’ (‘one should pound the putika, if Soma be unavailable ') and 
the rest. (where the putika is to be taken as laid down, not simply as an 
ohjeet: to be Pounded, but as one to be offered). 


Sëtze (49) : Because of the Homa. , 

` The Injunction of the™ knoa-spront, with reference to the Homa. 

of the material in the ‘other cups’ (in the sentence ý yädä anydmecamasin | 
Fuhvati, _ athaitasya dar bhatarunakénopahutya Jjulwati’), distinctly ‘show, 
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that the Phalacumasa is meant to be a substitute for the material to h 
affered at the sacrifice. 


Sätra (60): Because we find (the Phalactimusa) spoken of 
as to be held ap atthe same time as the other cups, 


It is ouly when the Phalacumasa is similar, in character, to the 
other cups, that we can explain the fact of its holding up being spoken of 
along with that of the other cups, with regard to which latter there is 
no doubt as to the materials contained in those being offered at the 
sacrifice. 


Satra (61): Also because of the indicative force of words. 

We have already explained how the reference to the prohibition of 
Soma (in the words ‘na somam °) indicates that the Phalacamasa is to be 
dealt with in the same way as the Soma—that is to say, by being offered 
at the sacrifice, 


ADHIKARANA (20). 
[The Rajanya-cups should be eaten ont of by the Brahmanas. | 


Sutra (52): “In regard to the ‘ Anuprasarpana,’ (the Eating 
“should be regulated by Caste.” 


In connection with the Dagapéya (which is a part of the Rajasiiya 
sacrifice), we have the sentences—‘Catum Brāhimanāh somam bboks, 
ayanht,’ and, ‘ Dugadagaikaiicamasamanuprasarpéyuk’; and in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to whether the Rajunyu-cups also should 
be eaten out of by the ten Brahmanas, or by Ksattriyas, 

Question ` “ What is the ground for this doubt ? ” 

In answer to this, some people put forward the diversity of construc- 
tion that the sentences admit of. For instance, if the sentence ‘ daga- 
dagaikam, ete.,’ be an Injunction, then, ten men of each caste having been 
enjoined by this Injunction, the sentence ‘ gatam Brähmanäh ’ would be a 
were descriptive reference to those therein enjoined,—the name of 
‘Brahmuna’ being used in view of the fact of the number of that caste 
exceeding that of the other castes ;—just as we find in the case of the 
expression the ‘ Brahmana-village’; and in that case it would be ten 
Ksattriyas that would eat out of the Iajanya-cups; on the other hand, 
if the sentence ‘ catam Brahmandk were an Injunction, then, in that case, 
the other sentence ‘ daga, ete., would be a descriptive reference ; and inas- 
much as there is no possibility of an indirect secondary signification in 
the case of an Injunction, it would be the Brahmanas alone that would 
eat out of all the cups; and hence out of the ten Rajanya-cups also, the 
eating would be done by ten Brahmanas. 

‘Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“Inasmuch as the word ‘ anuprasarpéyuh’ (in the latter sentence) 
“has the Injunctive form, while the word ‘ bhaksayantd’ (in the former 
“gentence) has the descriptive form, we must take the sentence ‘daca 
“ dagaikam as the Injunction; and then there arising the question as to 
“which ‘ten’ should do the eating, we are led, by the fact of the 
“ number always pertaining to homogenous things? to conclude that the 
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gé dating out of the Br ahmana-cups should he dane by is Brakmagas, while 
“that out of the Räjanya-cups, by ten Ksdttriyas. 

“The word ‘Sdmanydt’ in the Salra may be explained i in three 
“ different ways: (1) The Injunction having ceased to operate after 
“ having laid down the number ‘ten,’ it becomes necessary to find out the 
“ individuals that would make up that number; and the individuals to be 
“ accepted should be only those of whom we may have some indications 
“(in the text itself); as a matter of fact, we find that for persons 
S belonging to the same caste, we have an indicative agent in the shape of 
“one ‘class’ or ‘commonality’ (‘sdimdnya’),. whereas for porani of 
“different castes we have no such indication. (2) Or, the ‘stmdnya’ 

“meant might be the ‘commonality of objects’; that is to say, 
“ inaccordance, with the Sūtra LIT--i—12, ‘the number ‘ten ’ and the caste 
"r Ksattriya’ should be taken as qualifiying cach other, on the ground of 
“both of them being laid down in regard to the Phalacamasa; and this 
“would mean that the ‘ Ksatiriya’-hood extends only over those objects 
"that are contained in the number ‘ten,’ and vice versa; and on the 
“ strongth of this, we must admit that ten Ksattriyas should eat out of the 
“ Rājanya-cups. (3) Or, ‘sdmanyat’ may be taken to mean that when 
“ two things belong to the same class, or happen to have the same function, 
“the one sets aside the other ; and hence in the case in question, we find 
“that the caste ‘ Ksatériya’ is already laid down in the Injunction of the 
“ Rājusūya sacrifice (‘Raja Rajasiiyéna svārājyakāmo yajata’), which 
“also lays down the number ‘one’ only (by the singular number in 
"Boni: and as the Rājasūya forms the original primary of the actions 
“ spoken of in the sentences under consideration, the number ‘ one’ comes 
“to be taken as pertaining to these latter also; but we find these 
“sentences distinctly laying down the number ‘ten’; and this latter is 
“taken as setting aside the former number ‘one’ on the ground of its 
“ having beon laid down in a general way, ‘sdmanyat’ (while the number 
“ton ` is specially laid down), and on that of its applying to the actions 
“in question merely by way of implication (and not by direct Injunction); 
“but that does not set aside the ‘Ksatiriya’ caste also. Hence we 
“are led to the conclusion that the sacrificer’s cup, without being 
“disjoined from the caste "E sattriya,’ should be connected with the 
“number ‘ten’; that is to say, it is the ten eer? that should eat out 

“of the Raj ege omg, 

“ Objection: ‘ The sentence base i laid down the Se ‘ten,’ inas- 
“much as the referenco would be a qualified one, the sense of the 
“Injunction being ` ‘yadekaikam camasamanuprasarpanti, otov, ef) (i.e. 
“¢ those that eat out ofegch of the. eng shod be = Bes would he 
Mi distinct syntactical spht? ` ] | | 
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a Repl y: That would not affect our position ; because it is only tho 
“eup that is referred to by means of the word ‘camasam’ with the 
“aecussative ending; and all that this shows is that the cup is the 
ti object to be purified; and as for the ‘cups,’ we find that they aro 
“ capable of no other purification save that by means of eating ; and hence 
«it is this eating that should be taken as indicated by the word 
“ anuprasarpéyuh'; and as that eating is found to pertain to every onc of 
“the cups, this eating also comes to be mentioned in the sentence in 
“ question, by way of reference; and as such there can be no syntactical 
" split,” 


SIDDHANTA. 


sūtra (53): The Brahmanas should do it; because of the 
same word. 


The Ksuttriyas should not eat out of the Rajanya-cups ; becanse in 
the case in question, we find the Injunction speaking of ‘hundred Brah- 
manas, which would have to be taken in its secondary signification, if wo 
did not admit the fact of the Bradhmanas cating out of the enps in 
question. 

That is to say, the connection of the Brahmanas with all the cups is 
shown by the same word ‘ Brakhmana’ being used. And as such the 
Brahmanas should not be disconnected from any of tho cups. Nor do we 
find any ground for taking the word ( Brahmana’) in its secondary senso ; 
(as indicating the Ksattriya) ; specially as we do uot find the Ksatiriya 
mentioned by any more authoritative means of knowledge; and if the word 
were taken in the said indirect sense (and the Injunctive character wero 
attributed to the sentence ‘daca, etc.’) the whole of the sentence ‘gutam 
Brāhmanāh otc” would be a meaningless repetition ; while in accordance 
with our theory, the Injunctiye potency of the sentence ‘ gutum Brahmanah 
eko, being inferred from the nature of the declaration in regard to the 
performance of the sacrifice as a whole, it would enjoin ‘the hundred Brah- 
mapas’ ;.and this being done, the repetition contained in the sentenco ‘ daça, 
eto. R would serve the purpose of pointing out the various shares. 

Or; it may be that, in accordance with the Satra X-—iii—53, it would 
be by direct signification that the ‘tens,’ enjoined in the former sentence, 
would be spoken of by way of descriptive reference, in the sentence 
‘daga,. ete.’ (and thus in this case, there would be no recourse to. indirect- 
secondary. signification). ` And as all the ten cups woald be occupied hy 
the ‘hundred Bréhmangas,’ in ten parties of ten Brahmanas each, there 
would be no room. for any Ksattriya. Hence it must be admitted that 
ten: Brahmanas. should eat out of the ten Rajanya-Cups, ` 
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The above representation of the Adhikarana however, is not admis. 
sible. (1) Because, in the first place, if the sentence ‘Gatum Brahmanah, 
etc., were the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the descriptive reference 
would be the eating which is implied by its presence in the Original Pri- 
mary (the Rajasãya sacrifice)—and as no qualified Injunction (of thy 
Braihmana qualified by the number ‘hundred’) would be possible, —it 
would be necessary to take the Injunction as pertaining to one of these 
only (either the Brahmana or the number ‘hundred'); but if the Injunc- 
tion were applied to the number ‘hundred,’ then the word ‘ Brahmanah’ 
would be absolutely meaningless; (2) while if it were applied to the Brah- 
mana, the word ‘Catam’ would be meaningless. (3) If then, the sentence 
be taken as enjoining the Brahmana with reference to the number "hand. 
red,’ then it becomes necessary for you to point out the authority for de- 
claring the cating as to be done by hundred persons. (4) Further, if the 
Injunction be taken as that of the number ‘ hundred’ with reference to the 
Brahmana, then, through the preclusion of the Kgattriya, the mention of 
the Brahmana would become a qualifying adjunct; and as such the re- 
ference being to a qualified object, we would havea syntactical split; 
and there would be nothing done in connection with the Rājanya- 
Oups (as the Injunction wonld be restricted to the Cups out of which the 
Brahmanas eat), Then again, inasmuch as the sentence ékaikam, etc. 
could not be taken as a mere reference, in regard to the Rajanya-Cups, it 
would be taken as enjoining ten Ksattriyas, with regard to those cups; while 
for the other cups, we have the Injunction of ‘hundred Braihmunus’ in the 
sentence ‘Catam Brihmanak, and we do not know how the nine cups are 
to be divided among the ‘hundred Brahmanas. (5) If, on account of the 
connection of the Soma, the word ‘ Braéhmandk’ were taken as a mere den 
criptive reference, then too, inasmuch as that would involve a preclusion 
of the Phalacamasa (by the ‘ Brahmapa- Soma’), thore would be the anomaly 
of a qualified reference; and further, as there would be no functioning (of 
the Brahmanas) in regard to the Phalacamasa, we would, as before, have 
the possibility of (the eating by the Ksattriya). That “the two words 
‘Soma’ and ‘ Brahmana’ are never found to be used in the sense of the Phala- 
camasa and the Ksattriya, respectively ’—cannot be regarded ag any au- 
thority. (6) Then if the reference be taken as to the unqualified eating, 
then we would have the number ‘hundred’ applicable even to those eat- 
inys that are done out of the aminal body, the cake, ete. Because it is 
_ not only the ‘eating at the Principal sacrifice’ that is spoken of as ‘ Bhak- 
sa’; and as. such, being a purificatory act (of the Remnants), it would 
‘pertain equally to all Primaries and Subsidiaries, as shown under the Sutra 
I1l—vii—2; and farther, in this case, the word ‘Soma’ would be abso- 
lutely meaningless. (As what would be laid down would be mere eating 
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in general). (7) Ifthe number ‘hundred’ be taken as enjoined with re- 
ference to the Soma, then, in that case, beginning from its Purchuse, all the 
rites that would be done in connection with the Soma wonld have to be 
done by hundred persons; and in that case the word ‘ Bhaksuyanti’ would 
be meaningless. (8) If with reference to ‘eating, the connection of the 
‘handred’ Brahmagas,’ bo taken as enjoined,—then too, this latter would 
apply to the case of the (cating out of the remnants of the) Aminal Body, 
and the cake, ete. ;—and hence the use of the word ‘Soman’ would be ab- 
solutely meaningless. (9) Then, if the ‘hundred Brahmanas’ be taken 
as enjoined with reference to the Goma, this would be absolutely impos- 
sible, because of the word ‘Soma’ not being expressive of the Action; and 
hence there would be no preclusion of the connection of the Ksattriya with 
the Phalacamasa, in the form of the ‘ Vata-sprout,’ which is not Somu. 

For these reasons, it is uot possible for the sentence ‘Cutam Brah- 
manak’ to be taken as an Injunction. 

Then again, there would be no use, or authority, for taking, as a 
mere descriptive reference, the sentenco ‘dacuduguikuikum,’ ete., whose 
Injunctive Potency is intact, and which has been ascertained to be pos- 
sessed of an independent injunctive character. How, far could the 
former sentence (‘Catam Brahmunah, etc.’), which bas its verb in the 
Present Tense, be taken as an Injunction? Cousequently it must be 
taken as a mere descriptive reference. Nor, in the absence of the condi- 
tional character, etc., is it possible for several verbs to be syntactically 
connected (and forming a simple sentence, which would be necessary if 
the sentence ‘dara, etc.’, were taken as a mere descriptive reference). 
Nor do we find any idea of the conditional character in a sentence that is 
wholly devoid of such conditional words as ‘if’ and the like. Nor is the 
sentence ‘daga, ete.’, found to contain an eulogy, for the sake whercof the 
Sentence could be taken as a descriptive reference, und as syntactically 
connected (with the Injunction; in accordance with the Sutra l--ii—7). 
Consequently, inasmuch as the whole of the sentenco (‘ Duga, etc.’), which 
is wholly distinct from the other sentence, cannot be rightly taken as a 
mere descriptive reference,— we must take it as enjoining something. 

Thus then, if, in view of the absence of any limit as to ‘ hundred.’ 
the sentence be taken as enjoining the various parties of ten, then, in that 
case, the mention of ‘ Ekaikam’ would become inexplicable (incongruous) ’; 
specially as the Injunction of this latter would involve a syntactical split. 
And, inasmuch as the (V asatkartr and tho other Priests are entitled to 
several Cups, the ‘kaikam, ctc.’, could not be a mere descriptive reference; 
and as their eating out of the vessels also is pointed out by the previous 
Sentence, the specification of ‘Camasa’ (Cup) would be meaningless; and 
if this word were taken as qualifying or specifying (the material as that 
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Stiech in the Oups), it would give. rise to a Ee split, Nor, 
as a matter of fact, is it possible for the sentence ‘daca, etc.,' to be taken 
ag a mere descriptive reference; because the number ‘ hundred,’ which is 
laid down for the sake of the purification of the. Cups, would appear to 
be applicable, as a whole; to each of those Cups. . If it be taken as men- 
tioned for the sake of the purification of the Performer (of the eating), 
then there would be a possibility of Division, as in the case of the Sacri- 
ficial gift; and hence, in accordance with the Stra X—ii—53, we would 
have the Division as ‘ parties of ten to each one of the Cups.’ And in this 
vase, even though there would bean Injunction, yet it would have the char- 
acter of Preclusion; or, it might show that with regard to a single Cup 
there may be ten persons eating out of it; or that with regard to a 
single Cup, ten parties of ten cating out of the same Caps; in any case 
the eating out of the Cup would be done by hundred persons, in parties 
of ten each. 

Thus then, we find that neither of the two sentences in question is 
compatible with the above explanation (and as such both are incapable of 
being taken as independent Injunctions), Consequently, we must explain 
the Adhikarana as follows :— 

Both the sentences are injunctive; because both have the form of an 
Injunction. And then too, in the first place, it is the sentence ‘ Duga, ete.’ ; 
which, asin the Pirvapaksa, is taken as the Injunction; because, as shown 
above, no other order of sequence is possible. The word ‘ Anuprasurpanti' 
indicates that euting, whose existence is already implied by Atidéga (the 
Implicatory Law that ‘the Modificatory Action is to be done in the same 
way as the Original Primary’); and as such, it indicates the Sacrifice, 
just as the eatiny of the Phalacamasa has been said to do; and hence, in the 
sentence ‘ daga, ete., the portion ‘ camasamanuprasarpanti’ should be taken 
as a descriptive reference, because of the relationship of the qualification 
and the qualified (between the ‘Camasa, Cup, and the ‘ Anuprasarpana, 
eating), based upon the fact of either one of these boing in need of the other ; 
while the portion ‘daa, etc., is to be taken as an Injunction ; and the 
repetition of the words may be SE as being due to the fact of the 
number ‘ten’ differing with each ‘one’ (Cup), as would be indicated by 
the predominant character of the ‘Oamasa. ` 

Thus then, the number ‘hundred’ having been dompel (by tho 
repetitions of ‘Ten’), the other sentence (‘Qatam Brähmanāh) is to be 
taken as enjoining the ‘Brahmana’ with reference to that hundred,—the 
‘construction: being ‘yacchatam. goman- bhakguy janti tad - Brihmanah.’ 
(‘ The hundred that eat out of the Somu-cups should. be Brahroagas’). So 
long as any portion of the sentence-is capable of being taken as an injune- 
tion, it is not proper : to take the whole: asa mere descriptive: ‘reference : 
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nor, under the circumstances, would it be right to take the word ‘ Brah- 
mana’ as indirectly indicating (the other castes); as it has nll its needs 
supplied: by being connected with the number ‘hundred ’ (and thus there: 
is no Apparent Inconsistency in it that could justify our having recourse 
to a seoondary signification with regard to the word ‘ Brtthmuna’). ` Then, 

as for the words ‘somam’ and ‘bhaksayanti, they are not meant to be 
significant ; and as such there can be no anomaly of qualified reference. 

‘Nor would the mention of the Soma be wholly anomalous; as all 
that it is found to do is to indicate something used at the sacrifice, and as 
such, it could be taken as pointing to the Phalacamasu. 

Consequently, while we would be still on our w ay to the assumption 
of the Ksattriya, for the making up of the number ‘hundred’ (eu joined 
by the sentence ‘daga, ctc.’),—the other sentence (‘Gutum Brahmanah, 
ete.) will have su pplied the want by laying down another object (the Brah- 
mana) for making up that number. Nor would this extend to the case of 
the vessels also; as the sentence ‘dagu, ete,,’ refers distinctly fo the Cups. 

Thus then, we find that, even as regards the Rajunya-Cups the In- 
junction having pointed ont the eating as to be done by the said ‘party 
of ten,’—the place is taken up by the ‘ party of ten Brahmanas,’ (as shown 
above); and thus the material in question having all its needs of purifica- 
tion fulfilled by being eaten by these latter (and thus being duly disposed 
of), it is the Sacrilicer (the Ksattriya) who would have no eating to do, 

Thus it is established that it is ten Rraihmanas that should cat out 
of the ten Rajanya-Cups. 

‘In the Bhdsya, we find that the question has been raised as to the 
prohibifition (and consequent impropriety) of the Brahmanas and Ken. 
itriyus eating together out of the same Cup,—and answered by the declara- 
tion that ‘there is no impurity attaching to the eating of the Soma.’ 

And against this portion of the Bhagya, some people nrge the follow- 
ing objection: “Inasmuch as there would be no Soma in the Phala- 
camasa, how could there be any SES attaching to the eating out of 
that?” 

But this does not affect the situation ; because the Phalacamasa, be- 
ing substituted for the Soma, becomes endowed with all the properties of 
this latter; as we shall show under the Satras, ‘ Naimittikum, ete.’ (TII— 
vi— 86), and ‘ Dharmasyartha-krtatvdt' (IX—ii—40). . 

Objection: “The absence of impurity is a property of Man; and as 
De it could not be attributed to the Phalacamusa merely by reason of 
“ite: being substituted (for the Soma).” : 

‘Reply: It would. certainly be not attributed, if it really w were a prop- 
wem of Man, As a matter of fact, however, it ig not a property of Man ; 
CH that would involve the assumption of a distinct result (ia connection 
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with the sentence, ‘no impurity attaches to the eating of Soma). Spec. 
inlly as we find that the ‘absence of impurity’ has been spoken of in 
answer to the possibility of an impurity attaching to the ‘ eating of the 
Sama’; and this shows that the said ‘absence of impurity’ is a property 
of the Action. Consequently, it must be admitted that, just as the Soma, 
when it purities (by eating), does not bring about an impurity in the per- 
former, —so also would its substitute, the Phalucamasa, do. 

And thus, on the strength of the. aforesaid reasons, it must be ad- 
mitted that the eatiny out of the ten ER is to be done by ten 
Brithmanas, i ` 


uous expos tak Kiera Papa or Apuydya UI, 


ADHYAYA III—PADA VI. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[Such Injunctions, as that of the Sruva being»made of the Khadira wood, 
pertain to the Original Primary Sacrifice.] 


Sūtra (1): “ It jorran to all; as it does not occur 
in “any particular Content. 


In Rani to those declarations that do not oceur in the wake of any 
particular sacrifice, and which contain indications of the Original Primary 
Action,--we come to consider the question as to when they become con- 
nected with a Context, they do so with the Context of the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, or they pertain to all sacrifices. Even in the absence of an y of 
the six means of Cogintion, in the shape of Direct Declaration, ete., we can 
establish a connection with sacrifices, just in the same way as in the case 
of the Agvapratigrahéstt. 

In connection with the Sruva and the Juha, we have the Injunctions 
of the ‘ Khadira wood’ and ‘ leaves’ respectively ; and the Sruva and the 
Juha, are laid down, as accessories of sacrifices, in such sentences as—(1) 
‘ Sruvéntvadyati,’ ‘Sruvéndghtramaigharayati,’ ‘Sruvénan parvanan juhati ; 
(2) ‘Juhv juhoti,’ etc., etc. And as soon as the ‘Khadira wood’ and 
leaves’ are shown to be related to the Gruva and the Juha, they become 
at once taken up by the sacrificial procedure relating to the Sruva and 
the Juhi ; as they do not serve any other purpose (than that of helping in 
the sacrificial procedure); as we shall explain later on, in Adhydya IV. 
Because no result can follow from the class (‘ Khadiratva’ denoted by the 
word ‘ Khadirak’ in the Injunction ‘ Khadirah sruva bhavuti’), which is 
absolutely without. any sort of function; nor do we find any Action put 
forward, calculated to bring into play any activity in that Class; nor is 
any ruch action actually mentioned in the sentence itself. Nor can we 
take the sentence ‘ Khadirak sruvo bhavati, ete., as enjoining the Sruvo 
also; as such an Injunction would involve a syntactical split. Conse- 
quently we must take the sentence as laying down the ‘Khddira wood’ 
With reference to the Sruva; and inasmuch as the material form of the 
Sruva would be accomplished even without such Injunctions (as the Sruva 
is quite capable of being made of many woods otAer than the Khadira) 
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the said Injunction of the Khadira wood would be absolutely useless: and 
it is this Apparent Inconsistency of the Injunction that points to some 
- sort of a connection of that Injunction with a Sacrifice. 

Thus then, in regard to the question dien of, we have the follow. 
ing— a 


PŪÜRVAPAKŞA.. 


“ Because of the Injunction not occurring in connection with any par- 
“ticular sacrifice, the Sruva, being equally connected with the all Primary 
“and Subsidiary Sacrifices, it should be taken as pertaining to all 

“ sacrifices.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (2): It should pertain to the Original Primary 
alone; as there would be no (needless) repetition 
(in that). 


Inasmuch as all Injunctions pertain to only siu factora as have 
not been got at by any other means, the Injunction of the ‘ Khadira wood ’ 
mnst be taken as pertaining to those sacrifices, in connection with which 
it is not cognisable by any other means. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that it is only in regard to the Original Primary Sacritice, that the ‘Æhā- 
dara-Sruva,’ is not cognised by any other means, as being connected ; 
while as for the modifications of the sacrifices, the connection with the 
said Sruva would be cognisable by means of the Implicatory Injunction 
(that ‘the Modification is to be done in the anme way as the Original’) 
the assumption whereof would be absolutely necessary for the sake of the 
bringing in of the other accessories (from the Original to the Modifica- 
tion); and as such the modifications do not stand in need of any direct 
Injunction of the said Sruva; specially as it is only when there is no such 
Injunction, with regard to the modifications, that we are saved from the 
Repitition (that would be inevitable in case there were such an Jnjunc- 
tion; as the connection of the Khddira-Sruva with these modifications 
would, in that case, be expressed by this Injunction, and it would also be 
indicated by the aforesaid Implicatory Injunction). 

We can read the Sutra as ‘dviruktatrāt} or as ‘adviruktatvat,’ the 
sense of the former being that the view of the Parvapakga ‘involves a 
needless repetition,—and of the latter, that there de no de eleng involved 
in He: view of the Siddhanta. | 3 


i Sūtra (8): Odjection : SH (the ii Injunction) would 
“apply to (the accessory details) other than the one 
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“in question; as this litter is found to be lata 
2 down by Direct Injunction.” 


The Sitra may be read as ‘ Vacanaprdpéi,’ or as ‘Vacanaprāptih. ] 


Objection : “A needless Repitition would certainly be inadmissible, 
“But we do not understand why the indication (of the Khéadira- 
“ Sruva) by the assumed Implicatory Injunction should be taken as clase- 
“ing the way of the Direct Injunction in question,—and why it is not 
“held that this Direct Injunction itself does not allow of the application 
“of any Implicatory Injunction. In fact the proper course would be not 
“to admit of this latter in face of the Direct Injunction; because there 
“is no doubt that an assumed Implicatory Injunction is very much farther 
“removed from its objective than the Direct one, which latter should be 
“ accepted, on the ground of the proximity of the objective, as also on that 
“of its being naturally very much quicker in its operation (than any assumed 
s Injunction). It might be argued that—‘ inasmuch as the Direct Iu- 
“junction is geueric in its application, it would be weaker than the assumed 
“one which has a particular application to the case in question.’ But this 
“argument could be turned against the [mplicatory Injunction also; as 
“that too applies to all the Accessories of the Original Sacritice ; and as 
“such can have no particular application to the case in question. For 
“those reasons, it must be admitted that the Injuuction that does not 

“occur in connection with any particular sacrifice, applies to all sacri- 


“ fices. H 


Stora (4): “(It might be urged that) ‘in view of a percepti- 
“ble fact (we must regard the Implicatory Injunction as more 
“authoritative than the Direct one).’” 


S “ Against our conclusion, the following might be urged '—‘If the 
“‘ Direct Injunction were stronger in authority than the Implicatory 
““Tajunction, then, in that case, inasmuch as the way would have been 
“* previously blocked by that, there would, certainly, be no Implicatory 
S ‘Injunction at all; because in that case, the Khadira-Sruva, applying in 
“‘common to the Original Primary as well as to its modifications,—and 
“ ‘having its capability of aiding in the Original Primary distinctly per- 
“*esived,—could fulfil the requirements of the Modification also (and it 
would not be necessary to actually apply it separately to the case of" 
“‘the latter), But this would be directly contrary to the distinctly per- 
“ceptible fact.of the Accessories of the Original Primary—in the shape 
“bof the Praydjas,—actually entering into the very constitution of the 
“modifications. Hence (in view of this fact) itmust be admitted that 
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“the said Ahadira-Sruva finds a place in the Original Primary only, 
“s which is entirely free form the Implicatory Injunction.’ ” 


Sütra (5): “Reply: It is not so; because the Injune. 
“tion can have only one object.” 


“ Reply: The argument brought forward cannot set aside the fact 
"of the Injunction in question applying to all sacrifices. Becauso the re- 
“jection of the Implicatory Injunction with regard to one factor (e, the 
“* Khadira-Sruva’ f.i.) does not mean that it is rejected in regard to all 
“the factors; for instance, in connection with a certain modificatory sacri- 
fice, we find the Injunction to the effect, ‘in place of the ordinary Kuça- 
“grass one should use the Cura’; and though this Injunction sets aside 
‘the application of the Kuga (which finds place in the Original Sacrifice, 
“and which would come in accordance with the Implicatory Injanction), 
‘‘ yet it does not reject the presence of the Praydjus and the other Acces- 
“ sories (pertaining to the modification in question, in accordance with the 
“said Implicatory Injunction); as we recognize a rejection in cases 
“ where the two Injunctions are found to have the same objective. Simi- 
“larly in the case in question, the Injunction under consideration would 
‘preclude the application of the Implicatory Injunction, only so far as 
“the factor of the ‘ Khadira-Sruva’ is concerned. Nor is the ‘ Khadira’ 
“capable of supplying the requirements of the modifications ; inasmuch 
“as it does not partake of the nature of an action. And further, inasmuch 
“as it would operate with regard to both the Original Primary and the 
“Modification, at one and the same time, it could not, at the time of the 
“performance of the latter, be recognised as having already served a use- 
“ful purpose in connection with the Original Primary. Then again, we 
“find that the Injunction of the ‘ Khadira’ is wanting in certain elements, 
“inasmuch as the Sruva has not been found to be applicable; nor can this 
“be recoginized as applicable, without the operation of the permission 
“conveyed by the Implicatory Injunction; specially as the Injunction 
“ under consideration cannot be regarded as laying down the Sruva also; 
“because there being no Principal Action mentioned in it, no qualified 
‘Injunction would be possible; and as such, there would be an inevitable 
“syntactical split, For these reasons, it must be admitted ‘that the In- 

“junction under consideration having laid down the ‘ Khadira-wood’ with 
“reference to the Suva, the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘ the Modifica- 
“tion should he performed in the same manner as the Original) should 
“be taken as applying to all the Accessori ies except the wood f which the 
“Sruva is mado.” 
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Satra (6): “Objection: ‘But the origination (of this is similar 
“to that of the other accessories of the Original Sacrifice.) ” 


“The Naiyñyika comes forward with the following reasoning in his 
‘favourite syllogistic form: ‘The Injunction that does not occur in. 
“t connection with any sacrifice pertains to the Original Primary Sacri- 
“ ı fice, —becanse it lays down things in an abbreviated and in an extensive 
*¢form,—just like the Prayaja and the rest,’ 


Sūtra (1): “Reply: not so; as the reason applies 
“equally to both cases.” 


“ Reply: In the first place we have already shown that subjects like 
“what we are dealing with are not amenable to any Inferential process 
“of reasoning. And secondly, the inferential argument brought forward 
“ig not quite admissible, as the reason is too wide, inasmuch as in regard 
“to Modifications also, we often find Injunctions in abbreviated, as well as 
"in extensive forms. 

“The following argument might here be brought forward :—In such 
‘cases, either the abbreviated Injunction alone, or the extensive Injunc- 
"7 Don alone, having enjoined the Action, the other could not exercise an 
‘injunctive function,’ | 

“ Reply: But that objection would apply equally to the case of the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice also; and so, in any case the aforesaid inferen- 
“ tial argument would be fallacious (and doubtful). Consequently, in order 
“to avoid this, what should have been brought forward as the reason is the 
“mere fact of the brief and extensive declarations, irrespective of the In- 
‘“iunctive or the descriptive character; and we have already shown that 
“this reason would be much too wide. 


“Or, the two Sairas (6 and 7) might be taken as emanating from the 
" Mimdnsakas themselves: In that case, the former Sūtra (6) may be ex- 
“plained as embodying the following objection: ‘If you take the Injunc- 
“ ‘tion in question as pertaining to all sacrifices, you are very much mistaken. 
“* Because in a case, where the vessels and implements are laid down as 
“f calculated to be utilised in a certain way,—in such cases, it is possible 
“*for the elass, subsidiary to those vessels, etc., to be enjoined. As a 
“* matter of fact, we find that the Originative Injunction of any such ves- 
sel, ete., is not found in connection with any modificatory sacrifice; and 
“ ‘as such, the sacrifice being devoid of such vessels, the subsidiary class 
“< Khadira could not be enjoined in regard to ite Specially as the con- 
‘nection of the Khadira with the Original Primary is far more easy and 


166 


1510 © | PANTRA-VARIIKA. ADH. PADS vi—ADHI, A). 


«direct than that with the Modificatory Sacrifice, If the vengal; ete., 
“thad been enjoined equally, i in connection with the Original Primary 
“and the Modification, then, in that case, we could have taken the In- 
“junction of the subsidiary class Khadira as pertaining to the sacrifices 
“sin all conditions (i.e. the Original as well as the modified states). As 
“ta matter of fact, however, they are not so enjoined; and hence we can- 
“not but take the Injunction as pertaining to the ee Primary 
“ * Sacrifice.’ ” 
“ And in reply to this we have the next Sūtra (7), the sense of which 

“ would be this: All such Injanctions as do not occur in connection with 
“any particular sacrifice stand in need of a previous Injunction; and as 
“for such an Injunction, it is all the same whether this be a Direct or au 
“Implicatory one. Though it is quite true that the Direct and the In- 
“ direct (Implicatory) Injunctions differ from each other, on the ground of 
‘the former being more proximately related to its objective than the 
"latter, —yet it is only within their own respective spheres that the said 
“ proximity and remoteness differ in their authoritative strength; and they 
“do not make any difference in regard to an Injunction that does not 
“occur in connection with any sacrifice ; because, inasmuch as it is only 
“through the vessels, etc. (i.e. the Sruva) that such an Injunction betakes 
“itself to the Sacrifice,—it is always remote from its objective. For these 

“reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction under consideration 

“pertains to all sacrifices; and that the EE mye unction applies to 

“all other accessories except the Khadtra-Sruva,” 


Siitra (8): Reply: It must pertain to the Original 
Primary; because the object of the Implicatory 
Injunction is one complete whole; and because 
the application of the Principal (Direct Injunction, 
to the modification) would be incompatible. 


The only admissible theory, in connection with the present quostion, 
is that put forward in Sutra (2). As for the objection urged in Satra 
(3), that is not tenable; because if the Implicator y Injunction had. applied 
to each of the Accessories of the Original Primary,—then alone could 
be possible what is said in that Sūtra; as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that it applies to all the accessories at one and the same time. 

In accordance with the theory that the Implicatory Injunction ap- 
‘plies to the objects, or to the scriptures,—inasmuoh as these factors are 
found to differ from one another, it might be possible to make & distinction 
among the objects amenable to the Implicatory Injunction. . _In reality 
however, what forms the object of Implicatory. Injunctions i is the operation 
relati ag to the Sacrifice, —as we shall explain in Adhydya X.. And as the 
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sacrificial operation is one impartible whole, it could only be implied all at 
once, and that too, as one complete whole. And this sacrificial operation, 
for itsown accomplishment, takes up, all at once, all the Apūrvas relating 
to the Prayijas ; these Apūrvas, in their term, take up the Praydja and the 
rest; and these latter take up their own Injunctive texts (in the shape of 
the Implicatory Injunction). Thus then, the Implicatory Injunction, — 
in the form of ‘Prakptivad virktih kartavya’ —being ove only, it would 
apply or not apply, equally to all accessories, and not to portions of these. 
In the case of the substitution of the Cara for Kuga also, what the Direct 
Injunction sets aside is the Kuça, we existence has been already pointed 
out by the [mplicatory Injunction,—as we have already shown under the 
Adhtkarana dealing with the comparative anthoritative strength of Direct 
Declaration, ete. (III —iii—14). 

Thus then, if, in consideration of the Direct Injunction under question, 
the Implicatory Injunction be set aside from the factor of the Khadira- 
Sruva,—then it would cease to apply to the other accessories also; and 
that would lead to the total rejection of all the accessories (of the Pri- 
mary sacrifice) in the Modification. And this would not be admissible or 
desirable, as we have already shown above. But if, in consideration of 
the accessories of the Original Primary, the Implicatory Injunction were 
accepted as applying to some of these accessories, then it would come to 
apply to the ‘ Khadira-Sruva’ also; aud thus there would be a distinct ‘ Re- 
pitition,’ in the case of the Pirvapakga theory (as shown under Sutra 3). 

Then again, we shall have occasions to show, later on, that, inas- 
much as the Modification stands in need of the operations of the Original, 
Primary, it often abandons the accessories mentioned in its own context, 
and takes up only that which belongs to that Primary. It is for this rea- 
son that it is necessary to admit the priority of the functioning of the Im- 
plicatory Injunction to that of the Injunction that does not oceur in the 
context of any sacrifice. | 

And further, it is absolutely necessary to seek for an injunction of 
the Sruva, in connection with the Modifications; and the effort that would 
be necessary for getting at the Injunction of the Sruva would be sufti- 
cient for that of the ‘ Khadira wood’ also; and so this latter need not neces- 
sarily be taken as forming the object of a Direct Injunction (in connection 
with the Modifications). 

“Nor. isthe connection, with the sacrifice of such Injunctions as those 
under consideration, very distinctly perceptible. In fact it has to be ns- 
sumed, through the Brong, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency, But 
one who takes the Injunction under consideration to apply. to all sucrifices 
accepts the existence of a certain connection of it with a sacrifice. And 
the uselessness.of the Injunction being thus set aside (and explained), . 
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there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (of the Injunction) that could 
justify us in connecting the Injunction with the Modifications, While, on 
the other hand, the connection of the Injunction with a sacrifice established 
by the Implicatory Injunction is based upon a very much: stronger an. 
thority. 
Those Injunctions (not occurring in the context of any particular 
sacrifice), whose connection with sacrifices is distinct] y perceptible, would 
always pertain to all Sacrifices, even though they may not be found in the 
context of any particular Sacrifice; just as we find in the case of such sent- 
ences as—‘ Ba vai Prajaputih saptudaca yajné ‘ nvityattah.’ 

Thus then it must be admitted that the Khadira-wood, ete, are laid 
down, in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice, 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


(The number ‘seventeen’ of the Sdmidhenis pertains to the Modifica- 
d tion]. 


- [An exception to the foregoing Adhikarana.] 


Sütra (9): (The number) being contrary (to that of the Ori- 
ginal Primary), it would apply to the Modification; 
specially on account of the particular Context. 


[Independently of any Sacrifices, we find the number of the Sä- 
midhénis, lail down in the sentence ‘Saptadaça Sämidhëniranubrūyāt’ ; 
and with regard to this there arises the question as to whether this num- 
ber (‘seventeen’) refers to the Original Primary, or to the Modification. ] 

And on this question we have the present Adhikarana, calculated to 
set aside the idea of Option, created by the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana, the Injunction of 
seventeen Sdmidhénis, which does not occur in connection with any 
“ sacrifice, pertains, for this very reason, to the Original Primary Sacrifice ; 
“ while in the Context of that Sacrifice itself we find the number ‘fifteen’ 
“laid down in connection with the Sdmidhénis; consequently we conclude 
“that the two numbers are optional alternatives, 

 “ Question: How can that which is laid down by an Injunction, not 
“occurring in the Context of the Primary sacrifice, and which is weaker 
“in authority, be taken as an optional alternative to that which is parti- 
"enlarle laid down in the same Context. with it. ?’ 

“ Answer: The Particular sets aside the General, only in cases where 
“the Particular denotes a distinctly preceptible connection. That is to 
“say, it is only when the Particular is equally authoritative with the 
“General, and not when it is based upon a weaker authority, that it sets aside 
“this latter. As a matter of fact, the Samidhénze (De, the recitation 
“of these verses) have no placo outside the performance of the sacrifice ; 
“and this makes the chance of both the numbers (‘ffteen’ and ‘ seven- 
“teen’) equally possible, in connection with the performance of a sacri- 
“fice. Such being the case, what more than this would the Contest 
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“indicate (in SECH to the SE ‘itteen’ un Ta it is SE when two 
“apparently equally authoritative means of knowledge are found to con- 
‘‘tradict each other that we-are to draw our conclusions in accordance 
“ with that one whieh is found, upon due examination, to be possessed of 
“ preator authoritative strength ; and it is never possible for the Context 
‘to be possessed of an authority higher than that of Syntactical Connec- 
“tion; consequently, while the indications by the Context have yet to be 
“ made, the equally authoritative Syntactical Connection will have estab- 
“lished the fact of the two numbers being optional alternatives. Such 
“ being the case, even if a thousand Contexts were to help the Context 
“in question (in laying down the number ‘ fifteen’), we can pay no atten- 
“tion to it. And we conclude that the number ‘seventeen ’ also pertains to 
“the Original Sacrifice (and hence the two numbers must be taken as 
* optional alternatives).” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above, we make the following reply: Even though both the 
‘numbers are equally related to the Samidhénis, yot, inasmuch as there is 
a distinct. difference in the degrees of their relationship to the Sacrifice,— 
the two cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

+ (1) The mention of number not being of any use, in connection with 
the Sämidhënis only, we must take its relationship to the Sacrifice based 
upon the fact of its helping in the accomplishment of the. sacrificial 
Apürva: and this fact of helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial 
Apiirva cannot be indicated by any other means, save by the Context, 
ns wo shall show in Adhyaiya IX. Thus we find that the connection 
of the number ‘fifteen’ is much more authoritative than the Syntactical 
Connection, on account of the former being more. ea connected with 
the sacrificial Apirva. : 

(2) An Injunction sieeve in the first instance, prompte the person 
to that cause of action which serves a distinctly useful purpose ; and in the 
case in question, there is no doubt that ‘ fifteen ’ is more directly and easily 
recoginsed as useful (because of its direct: relationship to the sacrificial 
Aptirva) ; And hence, there being a difference in the time of the appear- 
ance of the Injunctions relating to the two numbers, they cannot be re- 
garded as equally authoritative. 

l (3) Then again, the action of man is calonlated Ge perforin the sacri- 
Bee in such a ear as not to leave it doficient in any point; and it is not 
meant to. give ont perfect Samidhénis, . And as for the number: ‘ seven- 
teen’ appertaining to a sacrifice, we do not. find it to be ‘pointed. out by 
any of the six men, of knowledge—Direct Declaration: and Ehe rest 
though we find these pointing to thé fact of the number‘ fifteen 7 “pertain” 
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ing to the sncvifice. And db we come i the sanelunion that the number. 
fifteen”. belongs to the Samidhenis as well as to the Ducpupiirnamasa 
sacrifices; as pointed out by Syntactical Connection and Context respec- 
tively; whereas the number ‘ seventeen’ pertains to the Samidhenis only 
as pointed out by the sentence under consideration: and with a view to 
set aside ‘the. apparent: uselessness of this latter number, wo could have 
assumed its connection with the sacrifice,—just as in the case of the 
‘ Rhadira-Sruva, —if the sacrifice had stood in need of such a connection ; 
as œ matter of fact however, we find that the sacrifice has its requirements 
already supplied by the mention of another number (‘fifteen’); and ag 
such it does not stand in need of the connection of uny other number- 
Thus we find that the Samidhénis have their deficiency supplied by 
means of both the numbers ‘ fifteen’ and ‘seventeen’; whilo the sacrifice 
has its wants fulfilled by the number ‘fifteen’ only. We find that 
even if the accessory attendant upon the subordinate factor were to. 
modify the character of the Principal also, there would be no incongruity 
in this, as this would be in keeping with the ‘law of the Kamsyabhoji’ (ac-. 
cording to which the observance of the Papil modifies the conduct of the 
Teacher); and it is all the less incongruous in a case where what is dis- 
tinctly perceptible is only the incongruity of the subordinate factor of the 
Subsidiary. | e 

Thus then we find that the number ‘seventeen ’ is precluded from all 
conneetion with the sacrifice, by the number ‘fifteen,’ which latter is 
strong in its prior relationship to the sacrifice; and as for the modifica- 
tions of that. sacrifice, while the namber ‘fifteen’ will be still on its way 
to being connected ‘with them, by the extremely round—abont agency of 
the Implicatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtivadvikrith, etc.'),—they would, long 
ere this; become connected with the number ‘seventeen,’ which is men- 
tioned ‘in the Direct Injunction ; and thus ‘fifteen, being thrown aside from 
these modifications, comes to be recognised as pertaining to the Original 
Primary sacrifice only. 


WO regard to the above differentiation however, we have got to say 
something; . and it is this: The directly enjoined ‘seventeen’ has no 
greater authority for pertaining to the modifications, as all that the Direct 
Injunction. under considération—which does not occur in- the Context of | 
any particular sacrifice—shows i is that the number ‘seventeen ’ belongs to 
the: Sadmedhénis; and as for the modifications taking the number "geven, 
teen? j there: “appears to be no authority whatever. In fact itis the ‘fifteen’ 
that: is shown- to: pertain to the modifications also, by the Implicatory In 
junction. “And hence. just as the connection of ‘fifteen’ with the Original 
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Primary, is based upon the superior authority of the Context, so too would 
its connection with the modifications be,—being applied to these, as it is, 
by means of the Implicatory Injunction, 

As a matter of fact, we find that until the Samidhanis themselves 
have been shown to be connected with the modifications,—and this can 
only be done by means of the Implicatory Injunction,—the number ‘ seven- 
teen’ could not enter into these, as it is only through the Sdmidhénis that 
it could enter into the modificatory sacrifices, And when the operation 
of the Implicatory Injunction has once been admitted, with reference to 
the connecting of the Sdmidhénis with the modifications, it would, along 
with the Samidhenis, take the numbor ‘ fifteen’ also, the usefulness of 
whose connection in a sacrifice has beon already recognised in regard to 
the Original Primary; and thus having obtained, along with the Samid- 
henis, a prior entrance into the modifications, just as in the Original DA. 
mary, it would block the way of the ‘ seventeen ' entering into them. 

Hence we must conclude that the number ‘seventeen’ would pertain 
to only such modifications as the Pagu, the Mitravinda, the Adhvarakalpa, 
etc., the connection whereof with that number is distinctly pointed out by 
the Context, and in the case of which, therefore, the number would set aside 
the connection of the number ‘ fifteen,’ which could be indicated only by 
means of the Implicatory Injunction. And it does not enter into all the 
Modifications, on the sole strength of the fact of its Injunction not occur- 
ring in the context of any particular sacrifice; because in regard to the 
Modifications other than the Pagu, the Mitravindä, etc., its entrance would 
be blocked by the prior entrance of the number ‘fifteen’; as all these 
would be pervaded by this latter number, on the authority of the Implica- 
tory Injunction; and as such they could not take up the ‘seventeen’ 
which is laid down only as belonging to the Saémidhénis. This we shall 
explain in detail, in Adhyaya X. Consequently we can admit the connec- 
tion of ‘seventeen’ with all Modifications to be more authoritative (than 
of ‘ fifteen’). | 

The author of the Sutra also has used the words—* Vikrtam, virodht’ 
which shows that all that he meant was that the ‘seventeen ’ did not per- 
tain to the Original Primary. ` 

Though as regards the Sdémidhénts, both the numbers are equally ap- 
plicable, on the ground of Syntactical Connection, yet there is this much 
difference that ‘fifteen’ is related to the Sacrifice, by Context (while 
‘seventeen’ has no sort of connection with any sacrifice), . Hence even 
though Context is weaker in authority than Syntactioal Connection, yet, 
inasmuch as the two apply to two distinct subjects (the Context connect- 

ing ‘fifteen’ with the, Sacrifice, while Syntactical Connection connects 
‘seventeen with the Sdmidhénis), it is the former that serves the purpose 
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of pointing out that which is to be done in connection with the sacrifice, 
‘It is only when both of these apply to the same object that the former 
is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection. As regards the 
‘sacrifice’ however, inasmuch as the Syntactical Connection (as not apply- 
ing to the sacréfice) would not be contrary to the Context, it would not 
reject this latter. Specially as the difference between the two is that the 
number ‘fifteen’ is specifically singled out as pertaining to the sacrifice. 
And hence, even though Syntactical Connection shows that the two num- 
bers are equally subservient to the Samidheni,—yet as regards the sacri- 
fice, the case of ‘fifteen’ is different from that of ‘seventeen’; and as 
such, the former would always set aside the latter, because the number 
‘seventeen’ is not found to be spoken as belonging to the sacrifice, either 
directly by means of Direct Declaration, or indirectly, by means of the 
Implicatory Injunction. Thus then, we conclude that ‘ fifteen’ is enjoined 
in connection with the Original Primary, as also with those Vikrtis (Modi- 
fications of Sacrifices) with regard to whom we have not the Direct In- 
junction of ‘seventeen.’ 


ADHIKARANA (3). | 
(The milking of the Cow pertains to the Original Primary Sacrifice. ] 


Sittra (10): All that is ‘conditional’ finds place in 

the Original Primary; as it brings about a change 

only on account of the special relationship (of the 
Original Primary with the condition). 


(OU) We have the sentence —‘ For the Vatgya, seventeen Samidhenis 
should be recited.’ (2) In connection with the Darcapitrramasa, we find 
the sentence—‘The water should be brought in by means of the milkiny 
vessel, by one who desires Cattle.’ (3) And in connection with the Jyotis- 
toma we find the sentence-—‘ one who desires Brahmic glory, should have 
the post of the Bilva-wood.’ And with regard to these there arises the 
question as to whether they find place in the Original Primary, or in 
the Modifications. | 
| The Injunction of the gambat ‘ seventeen,’ as pertaining to the Sami- 

dhénis recited for the Vaigya, would find a place in the Original Primary 
itself, setting aside the number ‘fifteen’; as for such use of this Injunc- 
tion, we have the same authority of Context, as in the case of the ‘ fifteen’ ; 
and it possesses the superior authority of the mention (and presence) of 
the condition that the sacrificer is a Vaigya; and as such sets aside the 
original details (as to the number being ‘ fifteen’). Because until the 
original (nitya) number ‘ fifteen’ were set aside, the conditional, (Naimit- 
tika, due to certain specified conditions) ‘seventeen’ could not obtain a 
footing, as we find this latter to have been enjoined in the face of. the fact 
of all the number ‘fifteen’ appertaining to all performances of the action 
in question. While on the other hand, inasmuch as the-‘ seventeen’ has 
been laid down only. with regard to that performance which is done. 
be the Vaigya, the original number ‘ fifteen’ has a place in the perform- 
ances of the Brahmana and the Keattriya, in which latter we could have 
the number ‘fifteen’ without setting aside the conditionally enjoined 
‘seventeen’ (and hence the Injunction of ‘fifteen’ would not. justify 
| the’ rejection of ‘seventeen,’ while that of the latter could not but lead to 
the rejection of that with: regard” to ‘fifteen, specially mn connection 
with those cases. -where the action js performed. by the Vaiçya): - 
“Thus there being a difference in the potentialities of the. ‘two. th: 
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junctions; the two numbers cannot be regarded as optional alternatives. 
Nor could: the two be used conjointly, at one and the same time; because 
both serve. the same purpose, with regard to the Samidhénis; as at any 
one performance, when these -Sémidhenis ave recited as qualified by one | 
number ( fifteen’ f.c.), they could not, at the same time, be qualified: by 
the other namber (‘seventeen’). | 

Nor can the Original (Nitya, pertaining to all performances in 
general) number (‘fifteen’) be taken as having the potency of setting 
aside the other, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency (as it has its 
place in the performances not touched by the specified conditions). 

Then again, just as in the case of one Injunction appearing after the 
other, it is the former that is taken as rejected,—ao, in the same manner, 
it is the Nitya (Original) that is always set aside by the Kamya (that 
which is laid down as leading to a particular desirable end) and the 
Naimittika (that which is laid down with reference to certain specified 
conditions), And the reasons for this are as follows: (1) At the time 
that the Nitya is enjoined, it has no opposing factor (which it would have 
to set-aside to obtain a footing for itself); while as for the Naimitttka 
this is always enjoined with reference to something that is already per- 
vaded over by the previously enjoined Nitya; and as such it always 
comes into existence in opposition to this latter; and when there is 
this opposition, due to the fact of both the Injunctions referring to the 
same object, it is the Nitya that is always set aside by the other. And 
inasmuch as the opposition does not appear simultanoously with re- 
gard. to both, both cannot be accepted as optional alternatives, (2) All 
the Nitya accessories are enjoined with regard to the performance in 
general (of the action); whereas the Naimitttka is enjoined with regard 
to a particular performance ; and for this reason algo, this lntter, being the 
more authoritative of the two, always sets aside the former. (3) The in 
junction of the Nitya accessories is always prompted by (due to) the 
remote Apiirva of the Principal Action; and the highest authority for 
that: (Apūrva) has been found to lie in the indications of Contest ; where- 
as for the Kamya and Naimittika accessories, we have the prompting cause 
mentioned in the same sentence; and as such being more quickly prompted 
(by the quick functioning authority of Syntactical Connection), these 
latter-always-set aside the former. | 

"Then. again; as between the Kamya and the Naimittika, it is the for- 
‘mer that is possessed of greater authority, and as such sets aside: the lat- 
ter 7 (1 becanse the former is more nearly related to the end desired by 
man, while the latter. has its result remote from itself; and (2) because 
the former ts much quicker in its functioning than the latter; because. 
ap regards. an action cognised as bringing about an end desired by mon, 
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the man is quickly prompted to its performance by Direct Declaration 
itself; whereas in regard to the Naimittika, inasmuch as the result is 
found to be remote, the prompting of the man takes some time. 

Thus then, though it was the Naimittika that was spoken of in the 
Sutra, yet the Bhasyu has dealt with the Kamya only; and the reason 
for this is that both the Natmittika and the Kāmya are equally contrary 
to the Nitya; while there is no contradiction between the Natmittika and 
the Kamya. 

As regards the D of the present Adhikarana, the foregoing 
Adhikarana indicates the following— 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“Tn the case in question, there is one point of difference between the 
“ Nitya and the Kämya, viz.: the ‘Cup’ and the ‘ Khadira-wood’ are 
“laid down (by the sentence ‘camasénn apah pranayét, and ‘ Khadiré yūpo 
“bhavati,’ respectively), as for the sake of the Sacrifice; as for the Kamya 
“ accessories of the ‘ milking vessel’ and the ‘ Bilva-wood,’ these, as Kamya, 
“are laid down (by the sentences ‘ godohéna pacukdmasya pranayét,’ and 
“: Bailvo yupo brahmavarcasakfimasya, respectively) for the sake of the 
“ Man; [And as such the former would be more authoritative than the 
“latter |, 

“Then, it might be urged that, ‘through a desire for the desirable 
“result, the Aamya would always set aside the Nitya.’ 

“But such a course would lead to the same disastrous results as in 
“the case of the fool who fell upon the beehive, being led to it by a sight 
"of the Honey (and not noticing the bees). Because a rejection of the 
“sacrificial accessory would certainly cause a discrepancy in the due ful- 
“filment of the result of the sacrifice; nor could any desirable result be 
“obtained from the Naimittika or Kamya accessory either, as this would 
“rest in a sacrifice which has been. bereft of its own natural (Nitya) 
‘‘accessory ; because as a substitute for the Kimya or Naimittika acces- 
“sory, it is always necessary to have a sacrifice which is exactly like the 
“ Original Sacrifice in question; and this Original Sacrifice is always re- 
“cognised as the Nitya with connected accessories of the ‘Khadira-wood,’ 
“ete, etc, 

“And thus we find, that, inasmuch as it is only the Modification (of 
“that sacrifice) that is not already pervaded over by those Nitya acces- 
“sories, the Kāmya ones must be regarded as having a Gm in this 
“ Modification only.” 

"Ae for the sacrifice, it is found to be more Beaty related to the 
“ Context, and to that,which is laid down for its own sake;-and for this 
“reason, it always takes up that which is for its own sake Ce, the Nitya 
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“accessories), and never the Kāmyu ones; because, inasmuch as all that 
“the Context seeks is the details of the procedure, it does not take in 
“that which is connected (with the result, i.e. the Kimya) [vide Sutra 
“ TIT—iii—11] ; and as such that which is indicated by the Context (i.e. 
“ the Nitya accessory) is possessed of authority superior to that of one 
“which is connected with the Result (i.e. the Kamya); specially as tha 
“Context is found capable of pointing to the employment of the Kamye 
‘ accessory. CH 

“Lastly, it is not possible for the Kamya to obtain a smstrate that 
‘wonld be for the sake of the Sacrifice (and not for that of Man only); 
“as such a substrate is already pervaded over by its own (Nityu) acces- 
" sories. 

“Thus then the conclusion arrived at in the preceding Adhikurana 
“must be regarded as applying to the Naimittikä accessories also {that 
“is to say, these, as well as the Kamya, accessories should be regarded as 
“having a place in the Modificatious, and not in the Original Primary 
" Sacrifice. ]” 

SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply : The Naimittika (Condi- 
tional) always pertains to the Original Primary, setting aside the Nitya 
reasons for which we have already been shown before (Tert. Page 
1079). The only ground for the Nuimittika not setting aside the Nitya 
is non-connection (as has been shown to be the case with the Injunction not 
appearing in the Context of any action), In the case in question however, 
we find a distinct connection of a performance qualified by a particular 
performer (the Vatgya',—a performance which, being calculated to ac- 
complish a desirable end of Man, is not capable of betaking itself to any 
other substrate. The superior anthority of the Natmitttka being thus 
established, it must be admitted that it pertains to the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, : 

Objection: “It is not proper to assert the rejection of that which is 
“for the sake of the Sacrifice (the Nitya) by that which is for the sake of 
“* Man (i.e. the Kamya), when these two do uot pertain to the same object ; 
“because when they pertain to two different objects, there can bo no oppo- 
“sition between them, Consequently we ndmit that in all cases, apart 
“from those that are for the sake of Man, the fetching of water is to be 
“done by means of the Cup; as the Apūrva of that sacrifice can be accom- 
“ plished by that means alone. And jnst as the Cup, which helps the 
“sacrifice, does not accomplish such desirable results as Cattle and the 
“like, —so, in the same manner, the Milking Vessel, which helps in the 
“accomplishment of a different purpose (in the shape of some end desir- 
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“able by man), can nover help.in the fulfilment of the sacrifice. Noy 
“can the Milking Vessel be vaken as serving both the purposes (of help- 
“ing the fulfilment of the Sacrifice, as well as the accomplishment of the 
“purpose desired by Man); as that would involve a syntactical split, 
“Nor is there any Injunction syntactically connecting the Result and the 
“ Fetching (whereby the syntactical split could be avoided); because the 
“syntactical construction of the sentence would be totally different in the 
“case of its being an Injunction of the Fetching with reference to the 
“ Result, from what it would be in. the case of its being an Injunction of 
“the Result with reference to the Ketchiny ; and hence the sentence could 
“not be taken as enjoining both simultaneously (without involving a 
“syntactical split), Specially as the connection of two remote factors is 
“not admissible, unless that of the proximate ones is found quite impos- 
" sible ; and hence (of the Fetching) there could not be at one and the same 
“time, possibility as well as impossibility. For these reasons it must he 
“admitted that, inasmach as in the sentence ‘gadohéna paçukāmasyı 
“ pranayét, the Injunction is found to be taken up by the word ‘Kama’ 
“ (desiring), the senlence cannot serve as an Injunction of the Milking 
“Vessel with reference to the Fetching; and hence not- being enjoined, 
“and as such not having the character of the sacrificial accessory, it con- 
“not set aside the use of the Cup which is a sacrificial accessory. And 
“thus being not set aside, it would be absolutely necessary to employ the 
“Cup in connection with the Sacrifice; and when the purpose of the 
‘Sacrifice has been served by one accessory (i.e. the Cup), there can be 
“no room for any other (in the shape of the Milking Vessel). Conse 
“quently in view of the accessory (Milking Vessel) that is laid down with 
“reference to a particular desirable end, it would be necessary to repent 
“the action of Fetching (as the Fetching by means of the Oup would also 
“have to be done). Just as in the case of the Vessel dedicated to, Indru- 
‘Vayu, inasmuch as the connection of Mitävarunna and other deities with 
“that Vessol is not possible, the Injunction (‘ Muttravarunan grhndats, etc.) 
“is taken as laying down further repetitions of the Vesse],—~so, in the 
“same we would have the repetition of Felching, with a view fo the par- 
“ticular Result desired by Man. This would have the further advantage 
“of causing no discrepancy, either in the Sacrifice, or in the Result desired 
“by the Agent. Nor do we find the purpose of actions served by them, 
“when they abandon their own accessories, and are accomplished by the 
“help of extraneous accessories ;— specially when that purpose is not in- 
“dicated be the Injunction of those Actions.” : oa, 
~. To the above we make the following reply: That Accessory,—which 
being laid down with reference to a particular desirable result, is not 
taken up by that which helps in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice, — 
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Eat Heel for the ‘accomplishment of its own purpose, to that action 
which does:help in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. Because an Acces- 
sory, wholly devoid of functioning, could never fulfil any desirable result; 
as when devoid of functioning, it can have no Instrnumentality towards the 
fulfilment of that result; consequently it is absolutely necessary far it to 
have taken up a certain Action (or functioning) which is authorised by 
the Scriptures; and in the case in question, we find that the Accessory 
is supplied with such an action, in the shape of the Metching. But then, 
we find that in regard to this action of Fetching, there isalready an en- 
joined accessory in the shape of the Cup; and inasmuch as this cannot 
he set aside, there can be no Lnjunction of the Milking Vessel, etc. We 
find that the Cup has been laid down without any view to the rejection 
of the Milking Vessel; but of this latter, we do not find any Injunction, 
without the rejection of the Qup, The action of Fetching too is 
taken up by the Accessory pertaining to the desirable result ; and hence 
it could not keep up its own Original Accessory, which is remote from 
the desirable Result. Theu again the non-acceptance of the original 
(Nitya) accessory would constitute au excellence; while its acceptance 
would be a defect; just as in the ease of the connection of what is dis- 
tinctly prohibited. 

Even though the Accessory (Milking Vessel), laid down with a view 
to a desirable result, serves quite a distinct purpose (from what is served 
by the Nitya Accessory), yet, on account of the intermediate action (Ketch- 
iny) being the same, it is capable of establishing the falsity of (i.e. reject- 
ing) the idea of the other accessory (i.e. the Cup). Because the Kamya 
accessory (Milking Vessel) also brings abont the accomplishment of the 
Sacrifice, though indirectly (ie. us the means of accomplishing the result 
for which the Accessory is laid down) ; aud in that case, the Sacrifice, hav- 
ing its purpose seryed by that, does not take up its original (Nitya) Ace 
cessory (Cup); as all things take up their Accessories only for the 
sake of certain purposes served by them; and lence when that purpose has 
been served by an Accessory, which, in reality, had been meant for another 
purpose (the bringing about, through the Sacrifice, of a certain desirable 
result), —what would be the use of taking up the original Accessory at all? 
Thus then, in the case in question, the Fetching of water, that is done for 
the purpose of the Kneading, cte., of the sacrificial material, having been 
accomplished by means. of the Kamya Accessory (the Milking Vessel), 
would not lead to the bringing in of its original Accessory (the Cup); 
and hence the Cup cannot be regarded as an Accessory of that perform- 
ance of the Fe etching of water (which is done with a view to the obtaining 
of Cattle) ` and’under the circumstance, the non-employment of the a | 
could not causé any discrepancy in the Sacrifice. | 
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Thus, then, there could not be a repetition of the Fetching (for the 
sake of the employment of the Oup), even for the sake of the Sacrificg 
itself; as any such repetition would be absolutely useless; and hence in 
one performance, at least, of the Sacrifice, there would be a rejection of the 
Nitya accessory. Because it is only when the Fetching is actually accom. 
plished that it serves as the substrate of the (use of the) Milking Vessel. 
Consequently, in course of that performance of the Sacrifice which is done 
with a view to the obtaining of Cattle, the Fetching, —having been accom- 
plished by means of the Milking Vessel, which has laid down for it a pur. 
pose other than the mere accomplishment of the Sacrifice,—could not 
take up the Cup. Because in all cases, the accessories are taken up for 
the accomplishment of certain actions, and not for the bringing in of 
the mere presence of the accessories themselves. And in the Twelfth 
Adhydaya, we shall show that the Animal, the Cake and the other offering 
materials, when accomplished by means of other accessories, do not take 
up their own specific ones, and this abandoning of the accessories does not 
cause any discrepancy (either in the materials or in the Sacrifice) ; in the 
same manner, the abandoning of the Cup would canse no discrepancy in 
the case in question. Because, even though a certain accessory be such 
as belongs originally to the Action itself, yet, if it happens to be abane . 
doned by the Injunction (of the actual performance), it ceases, for that 
occasion, to be an accessory of that action; and certainly there can be no 
discrepancy in the abandoning of that which is not an accessory ; in fact 
it is its employment that would cause a discrepancy. Nor could there 
be a repetition of the principal factor, the Action of Fetching, for the sake 
of the secondary factor, the accessory, in the shape of the Cup; nor ts 
the Cup an absolutely inevitable accessory of the Fetching; and we 
actually find that in the case of the Fetching having been done by the Orp, 
there arises no question as to the necessity of doing it by the Milking 
Vessel also; and under the circumstances, we see no reason why, when the 
Fetching has been done by means of the Milking Vessel, there should be 
any question of having to do it over again, merely for the sake of employ- 
ing the Cup. | 

Question: “How is it that the injunction of the Milking Vessel is 
possessed of an authority superior to that of the Cup ? ” 

Answer: (1) Because the Milkiny Vessel has been laid down as a 
special case ; (2) and hence its Injunction would become absolutely nseless, 
if egen ip that particular case, we were to employ the Cup only ; and (3) 
because it is enjoined in proximity to » result desired by man; therefore 
it sets aside the use of the Cup. E 

That is to say, (1) and (2) the Injunction of the employment of the 
Cup is a general one, indicating the possibility of its employment in all 
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performances (of the Fetchiny of water); while that of the Milking Ves- 
sel is a particular one (laying it down as to be employed under certain 
conditions) ; and hence it is possible for the former to have a place with- 
out necessarily setting aside the latter (i.e. in those performances where 
the specified conditions are absent). This however is not possible for 
the Milking Vessel, which can find no place without setting aside the Cup 
(as this latter is connected with all performances), (3) The Cup is very 
much farther removed from the result desired by Man, than the Milking 
Vessel (whose use is directly connected with the acquiring of Cattle); and 
it is a well-known fact that all Scripture tends towards the fulfilment 
of some end desired by Man. 

As for the difference between the two (the Cap and the Milking Ves- 
sel), consisting in the fact of one serving the sacrifice, which the other 
does not, — that has got nothing to do with the case in question ; as we shall 
show under Sūtra, ‘ Arthasyfivikrtatvadt’; nov is there much use in such 
specialisations as, that ‘a generic accessory helping in the sacrifice can 
be set aside by a particular one only when this latter also is such as helps 
in the sacrifice,’ And thus, on account of proximity, the two (the Fetching 
and the Milking Vessel) must be regarded as affecting each other’s potency 
and thereby restricting the utility or applicability of each other. For 
instance, the Fetching which has obtained its existence in another per- 
formance, loses its potency of bringing in its original accessory (the 
Cup); while the Milking Vessel also loses the potency of prompting any 
other Fetching. 

And thus, it is only in such performances of the Fetching, as are not 
related to a ‘desire for Cattle,’ that the employment of the Cup could 
be accepted as authorised by the Scripture ; and hence it must be admitted 
that the ‘ Milking Vessel’ (which is laid down as to be used in perform- 
ances connected with that desire) is a ‘ modification’ of the Cup. 

That in the Modificatory Sacrifices the Cup alone could be employed 
will be explained in Adhya@ya VIJI under the Sutra VIII—i—24. Hence 
we conclude that the Modification (of the Cup, in the shapo of the Milking 
Vessel) is employed at the Original Primary only. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
(The Adhana is not subsidiary to the Pavamanégti.] 


Stitra (11): “The laying of fire is for the sake of the 
Isti; “because of the Context,” 


In course of the treatment of such Injunctions as do not occur in the 
Context of any Sacrifice, the Author first of all proceeds to show that the 
Laying of Fire is enjoined without reference to any particular acri- 
fice. 

The fact of the Injunction of the Laying of Fire (‘Vasanté Agninada- 
dhita’) occurring in the Context of the Pavaménést: (which is laid down 
in the sentence ‘ Agnayé paviméndydstika pailannirvapét, ete.) indicates 
that the suid Laying belongs to that Isti; while from Direct Declaration 
it appears to pertain to the Sacriticial Fire purely by itself (and not as | 
connected with any particular Sacrifice); hence there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the Laying of Fire belongs to the Pavamdnésti in 
particular. 


And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSA. 


“In accordance with the Sūtra T1I—iv—135, the Laying being a puri- 
“fication of Agni, for the purposes of the Jsti, we conclude, through 
“Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection, and Context,—all of which 
“are quite compatible with one another,—that the Laying is of that Fire 
“which is connected with the Isfi. [This view is not incompatible with 
“Direct Declaration, as all that this declares is that the Laying is of the 
“ Fire; and this is not infringed in the case of the Laying being done for 
“the Fire of the Jet 1 The Laying of the fire by itself (without refer- 

“ence to any Sacrifice) would be absolutely useless; and it is this 
“fact of its belonging to the Fire, that makes it capable of being. taken 
“for the Fire in connection with the Isfi; and hence we must admit 
“ that the general statement (contained in the sentence ‘ Agninddddhita') 
“pafers to the Jett: and then too, the Context aoa she that it 
“ pertains to the Puvatiänësti.” . 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sätra (12): not so; as it is the Ishtis that are for the 
sake of the Laying of Fire. 


if the Laying were meant to be an indirect aid to a Sacrifice, then, 
through Context, it could have been taken as being for the sake of the 
Isti. Through Syntactical Connection, however, we find that the Accnsa- 
tive ending (in ‘ Aguin ddadhita’) clearly shows that the Laying is meant 
to be a purification of Agni. Under the circumstances, if the Ayni were 
solely for the sake of the Paruméanésti then, in that case, through the 
Agni, the Laying also would be for the sake of that. But we have already 
shown that not bringing about any definite results, the Ispis themselves 
ave for the sake of (subservient to) the Agni; and hence, in accordance 
with the Sutra VI--iv—13, the Laying and the Jett could not bear the 
relation of subserviency to each other (as both are accessories of Agni), 
Nor have we any reasons for making the Context set aside the denotation 
of the Accusative ending. | 

Stra (13): Also because we find indications to the 
effect. 
The sentence ‘ Ténaivam punurnavannavam karoti ' (where ‘tenn?’ re- 


fers to the Laying) shows that the Laying is meant to be the BCE 
of Agni, 


ADHIKARANA (5). | 
[The Laying is for the sake of all Sacrifices. ] 


Siitra (14): “It is for the sake of the Original Pri- 
“mary sacrifice; just as are all injunctions not 
“occurring in the Context of any particular sac- 
‘6 rifice.” 


The question being as to whether the said Laying of Fire is for the 
sake of the Original Primary Sacrifice, or for that of all Sacrifices,—we 
have, upon this, the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“It having been established that the Injunction of the Laying does 
“ not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, it must be admitted 
“that, like the injunction of the Khadira-Sruva, the Laying is for the 
"enke of the Original Primary Sacrifice, entering into this latter, through 
“the Agni.” 
SIDDHANTA. 


Sütra (16): It is for the sake of all sacrifices; because 
the Laying has its own specific time (distinctly sub- 
joined) [Or, because the Laying is laid down inde- 
pendently by itself]. 


The sense of the Sūtra appears to be as follows:—-If the Laying were 
done at the time of the Oriyinal Primary Sacrifice, then it could be taken 
as being for the sake of this latter; as a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Laying is done at a time that is laid down for itself,—such time 
being the Vasanta, etc. (laid down in the sentence ‘ Brahmano vasante 
Agninidadhita, etc.’) ; and thus not being connected with any particular 
sacrifice, we must conclude that the Laying is for the sake.of al} Sacri- 
fices (the Original Primary as well as the Secondary Modifications). 
Specially as the fact of the performance of the Laying being common to 
all sacrifices will be fully established, under Sätra XI—iii—2. Di 
were for the sake of the Original Primary alone, then its performance 
would belong only to the Darga Parnamasa; and in that case, inasmuch 
as its performance w ould depend npon that of this Principal Sacrifice, it 
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would from its very nature come to be performed in its own time in the 
Vasanta, as well as on the Amémasya and the Piirnamdasi days. And in 
that case, such declarations, as ‘Pasante adudhita, ‘ Darcu-Pirnamasya- 
yoradadhita,’ would become absolutely useless. For these reasons, it 
must be admitted that the Laying is for the sake of all Sucrifices. 

This position however could not be maintained, becanso we have 
no authority for connecting the Layiny either with the Original Primary, 
or with the Secondary Modifications. We have found that, notwithstand- 
ing the indications of the Context, the Laying was not admitted to be for 
the sake of the Pavamanéstz; and then, how could we take it to be for 
the sake of any other Sacrifice, when we have none of the six means of 
knowledge — Direct Declaration and the rost,—pointing to that fact ? 

Objection: “In that case, the present Adhikarana will have been in- 
“eluded in the last (and as such there would be no need of treating of it 
“ separately).” 

Reply : True, it would certainly have been included in it, if the Durca- 
Pirnamésa also were as devoid of results as the Pavuméanésti. As a 
matter of fact, however, the Dargu-Pirnamésa ave found to lead to dis- 
tinct results; and as such not being a subsidiary action, it could not be 
subject to the law of the Satra VI—iv—13; and hence it is quite possible 
for the Laying to be taken as being, through Agni, for the sake of this 
Sacrifice. The Laying being devoid of any results of its own, it becomes 
necessary to find out some use for its performance; and just as in the 
case of the ‘ Khadira-Sruva,’ so in this also, the Laying would come to be 
recognised as being, through Joe, for the sake of the Sacrifice. Specially 
as the fires, appearing in the course of performances, are quite capable 
of accomplishing the Sacrifices. We have found that the washing of the 
Vrihi-corn is not for the sake of the mere form of it,—an so also the 
mention of ‘ Khddira’ is not for the sake of the mero form of it,--and that 
both of these are meant to be the means to the accomplishment of the 
Apiirva (Transcendental Result) of Sacrifices; and exactly in the same 
manner, the Laying of Fire would be not for the sake of the mere form of 
Agui, but for the bringing about of the Sacrificial Apareu. TE the Laying 
were merely meant to be the means of bringing abont the form of the 
Fire, then, in that case, tle Sacrifice would come to be performed even by 
those who may not have laid the Sacrificial Five (performed Agnyadhana). 
Asa matter of fact however, what the Man requires is the Sacrifices to be 
complete in all its details, and not the mere Fire ; and hence the connection 
of some Sacrifice being absolutely necessary, it must be admitted that the 
Laying is for the sake of the Original Primary, in order to avoid a useless 
repetition, as shown under Sutra L1—vi—2. 

"As for the injunction of a distinct time for the Luying,—tbat could be 
100 | , 
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taken as pertaining to the common character of the- performance; just 
like the Outting of the Sacrificial post laid down by Direct and Indirect 
Injunctions ` and hence that could not justify our taking the Laying to he 
tor the sake of all Sacrifices. Then, as for the mention of ‘ Vasanta, etc., 

(as the time for Laying), that could be takon as serving the purpose of 
pointing out a time that has not been mentioned elsewhere. For certainly 
the Laying of Fire that would be done in connection with the Darga-Piir. 

naméisa could not always be performed in the Vasanta, as that Laying 
has got to be performed every fortnight (on every Amadvasya and Pür- 

namisi). But this time of the Dargu-Pérnamasa would not apply to 
that Laying which is done in connection with the Darvi-Homa, apart from 
the Agnihotra. And for these reasons the common character of the Lay- 
ing could not be cognised without the declaration of its own time (Vasan- 
ta); and hence this declaration is not found to be useless (which would 
cause an Apparent Inconsistency that could justify our accepting the 
fact of the Laying being for the sake of all Sacrifices. ) 

In view of these reasons, we explain the Sūtra as follows :—The 
Laying is not subsidiary to any Sacrifice; it is for the sake of the Agni 
only, as is distinctly shown by the Accusative ending in ‘ Agnin.’ And 
inasmuch as the Agni is related to all Sacrifices,—as shown under Sutra | 
LIi—vii—39,—we speak of the Laying also as being, through the Agni 
tor the sake of all Sacrifices. 

The clause ‘ Svakdlatedt’ (in the Sitra) is to be taken in the sense 
of t Svatantryamnandat,’—i.e. because the Laying is laid down independently 
by itself. 

It has been argued that, “from the Analogy of other Injunctions that 
do not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, we must infer the 
fact of the Injunction of the Laying also to-pertain to all Sacrifices.” 
But to that we offer the following reply : Iu the case of those other In- 
jnuctions, we took up the question of the actions to which they pertained, 
alter it had been taken for granted that they were subsidiary to some 
such Sacrifice. In the case in question however, you have no authority 
for taking the Laying to be subsidiary to any Sacrifice. That is to say; 
as for the ‘ Khddtra,’ etc., though they are connected with the Sruva, etc. 
yet they are not recognised as to have been laid down merely for the sake 
of the form of the Sruva, etc» because the use of the word ‘ Sruva,’ which 
is expressive of the Class, would. be quite possible, even without the ‘ Kha- 
dira’ (inasmuch as the Sruva could be made of other woods also), ..As for 
the Khadira, that also, on being connected with the particular shape (of 
‘the. Sruva), comes to be spoken of as.‘ Sruva.’ And. before the Sruva has 
been recognised as being Accessory: to a Sacrifice, there is no. necessity of 
restricting the Class ‘ rura. ' (to that which is made of. tlie Khadira wood 
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only); and hence it is only right that we should pass beyond the making 
of the mere shape of the Sruva. In the case in question, on the other 
hand, we find that the use of such words as ` Ahavaniya’ and the like: 
depend, for their denotation, upon the due performance of the sanctifica- 
tory rite of the Laying; and as such, they are not applied to the Fire, 
until that- rite has been duly performed; and hence the Luying comes 
to be recognised as having its use in the supplying of the basis for the 
denotation of the said words (‘ Ahavaniya,’ etc.), 

Then, it has been argued that,--“‘even without the Laying of fire, 
there would be no discrepancy in the Sacrifices.” But the discrupancy is 
due, not to the absence of the Laying itself, but to the uon-accomplish- 
ment (without the Laying) of the Ahavaniya Fire (which is a necessary 
factor iu all Sacrifices). If all the effect of the neglecting of Laying con- 
sisted merely in the non-fulfilment of the Laying alone, then, there would 
be no discrepancy in the Sacrifice (by such neglect). As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that without a due performance of the Laying, no Ahuva- 
niya and other sanctified Fires are possible; and there can be no doubt as 
to these Fires being very necessary Accessories of Sacrifices ; and as such, 
the non-accomplishment of these would surely cause a discrepancy in 
these. Then again, if the Sacrifices were connected with the Fire alone, 
(without any sanctifications) then, inasmuch as the mere form of the Fire 
would be accomplished even without the Laying, this Laying could not be 
accepted as due to (necessitated by) the performance of the Sacrifice. 
But, as a matter of fact, we find that such Injunctions, as ‘ yadahavaniyé 
juhott? and the like cannot be duly carried out, without the performance 
of the Laying, And hence it must be admitted that one who would per- 
form the Sacrifices must perform the Laying also. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Laying i is for the sake of the 
Fire, 

‘As for the Sūtra ‘ Dravyasyikarmukilanirpattéh’ (X1—iii—2), which 
might be quoted against the present Siddhdantu, we shall oxplain, under 
that Sitra, that it puts forward a theory only by way of enn for the 
sake of argument, — 

- The above reasonings also tend to show that the Paramdanéstis also 
are for. the sake of (the due preparation of) the Fire. The further ques- 
tions, in connection with the relationship between the Pavamaneésti and 
the Laying, we shall deal with in the following Adhikarana. . 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
[The Puvramdanéstis should be performed in the unconsecrated Fire. ] 


Stra (16): “The Fire for Pavamdnéstis should be 
obtained from the Original Primary; just like 
the Prayajas.”’ 


The question that we proceed to deal with is, that as to whether, 
or not, the Paramanéstis ave performed by means of the Fire consecrated 
by the Pavamdna-offerings, in accordance with the Sūtra ‘tasyantu syat 
praydjuvat’ (X—i—6). 

And on this question, we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘In accordance with the declaration—Jstisu Darca-Piirnama@sayoh 
“pravrttil,’ we are led to the conclusion that the Darga-Pirnamdsa 
“ sacrifices, form the Original Primary of the Paramanéstis; and hence 
“just as the Prayajas enter into these latter, on the authority of the 
“Tmplicatory Injunction (‘ Prakrtivadvikrtsh’ ),—so, in the same manner, 
“ the fact of their being performed in the Fire consecrated by the Pavamana- 
t offerings would also enter into them, by reason of the same authority. 

“ Objection: ‘The Ahavaniya and other Fires become recognised as 
“ occasions for all sacrifices, by means of Direct Declaration; and as such 
‘Cit is not right to assert that they are obtained (for the Pavamana Tstis) 
“from the original Primary.’ 

“ Reply: This does not affect the case ; as it is only in cases where 
“tho ‘Homa’ is directly mentioned, that the relationship of the Homa 
“would be recognised as the same as that with the Original Primary. 
“Tn cases, however, where it is the mere ‘Sacrifice’ that is assumed 
“ from the relationship of the material and the Deity,—while the ‘ Homa 
“is obtained from the original Primary, through the sentence ‘ Qatura- 
“ vattam juhoti, —inasmuch as the means (in the shape of the Homa) 
“ would be obtained from the Original Primary, the Ahavaniya Fire also 
“ should be obtained from the same source;—and it is only right to assert 
“that it is obtained from the Original Primary. 

“ Objection: ‘Those Pavamana {stis that are performed for the 
“sake of mere: purdficgtion, would stand in need of other such Istis for 
“ their purification ` and those of others ; and so on and on, ad infinitum. 
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“ Reply: This objection does not affect our position ; in all cases of 
“such regressus ad infinitum, we can proceed only so far as is justified by 
“due authority ; and hence the Istis would go on heing performed ouly 
“so long as the time would permit, without trespassing on the prescribed 
“ time, such as the Amdvdsya, the Pūruamāsī, and the like.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra (17): Not so; because the Pavamana Istis are 
performed for the sake of (the consecration of) the Fire. 

It is -only the accessories of the Original Primary, such as the 
Prayaja@ and the like, that are transferred by Implicatory Injunction. 
The Pavamāna Isfis however, are not the accessories of sacrifices, ns we 
Lave just shown in the Adhikarana on the‘ Laying of Fire.’ Henco 
what is transferred by Implicatory Injunction, is the mere form of the 
Ahavaniya and other Fires, and not the {g//s,—as shown under the Sutra, 
‘ Ripam va agésabhiitatvat’ (VII—iii—29), 

As for the Arambhaniya Jet: however, it is the accessory of a sacri- 
tice; and hence to the question of this Tat: we shall devote another 
Adhikarana ; and the law arrived at in connection with that It? would 
apply to the present case also. Even if the Pavamāna Istis were 
accessories of the Darga-Parnamdsa,—until they are actually enjotued, 
they are not seen in connection with the Original Primary : and until the 
Bhivana is fally supplied with its three constituent factors—of the object, 
the [ristrument and the Procedure,—the Injunction would not be operative. 
Hence the Original Primary being without the Pavamāna Istis, the 
procedure that these latter could take up would be only that which is 
laid down by sentences other than that enjoining the Original Primary, 
Otherwise, in one and the same sentonce we would have the thing referred to 
as already enjoined, and also as enjoined as if not already enjoined ; and this 
would involve a self-contradiction ın the very form of the thing, Hence 
it must be admitted that the Ahavaniya and other Sacrificial Fires 
necessary for the Pavamäna Ighs, are exactly the same as those that 
existed before those Isftis; and hence it is only when the Sacrificial Fire 
has been duly accomplished, and stands in need of some purpose to 
serve, that we could take it as an accessory pointed out either by Direct 
Injunction or by indirect Implicatory Injunction. As a matter of fact, 
however the Isfis serve the purpose of accomplishing the said Sacrificial 
Fires; and as such could not stand in need of any help from these latter ; 
and that which is not wanted could not be laid down, either directly, or 
by Implication. S | 

For thede reasons we conclude that the Istis are to be performed in 
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connection with the Fire which has. RE the simple consecratory 
rite of the Laying (without being subjected to the further . E 
„rite of the Pavamdna Istis themselves). ` 


ey Ue me, Oe, Oe Wag ee 


? 


ADHIKARANA (7). 


‘The Uptkar anu (Killing) and other accessor y details belong to the 
Agnisomiya animal only. ] 


Sūtra (18): “The Injunction with regarda to the Pacu- 
Sacrifice would have pertained equally to all ani- 
“ mals, if they had all been mentioned in the same 
“6 Context.” 


We now proceed to considor the contradiction and non-coniradic- 
tion of Position (or Order) by Context, as well as by the former three 
(Direct Declaration, Indicative Force, and Syntactical Connection). 

In connection with the Agnisfoma-Terminus (Samstha), of the Jyotis- 
toma Sacrifice, there are laid down three Animal-Sucrifices, of tho 
Agnisomiya, the Saraniya and the Anubandhya animals. All these ani- 
mals stand in need of certain accessory details, in connection with the 
procedure to be adopted in those Sacrifices. We tind that there are cer- 
tain details,—such as Willing, etc..—laid down as to be porformed on the 
Aupavasathya Day (the day previous to the actual performance of the 
Sacrifice), after the Agnisomiya animal has been brought in, 

With regard to these accessory details, there arises a four-fold doubt: 
(1) Are the details laid down for all the three animals; (2) or, for the 
Sarantya, only; (3) or, for the Savaniya, and the Agnisomiyu ; (4) or, 
for the Agnisomiya, only ? 

And with a view to the relevancy of the Satrus ‘ Sthānācca pairvasya’ 
and the rest, the Author propounds the Pirvapaksa that “they are laid 
down for all the three animals.” 

‘But if this theory were put forward by the Gira, then the next 
Sutra would be wholly irrelevant; as the ‘ previous, ‘Pūrva, being included 
in the ‘all,’ what would be the use of this second Satru, when the present 
Sdéra will already have pointed out the applicability of the Details to ali 
the three animals P—specially as the applicability of these to the ‘ Previ- 
ous’ animal also would be due to the non-differentiation of the Context. 
Then again, how could we connect the whole thing with the preclusion (con- 
tained in Siitra, 20) of the fact of the Details belonging to the Savaniya 
only,.which has not been declared by the mention of the absence of Con- 
Iert Band this Siddhdnta Sitra, being found to be irrelevant, would make 
‘all the subsequent accessory Sütras irrelevant also. l 
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Or, it might be possible for us to take what is put forward in the 
present Sitra as the first Pirvupaksa; and as the second Pūrvapaksa, 
we would have the theory that the details belong to the Savaniya only 
(which has not been put forward in any Sūtra); and then we would have 
the Siddhanta put forth in Sétra (20). But this procedure has not been 
adopted by the Bhāşya; which has recourse to the much simpler method 
of putting forward the first of tho aforesaid alternatives (i.e. the details 
belong {o all the three animals),—but, as not contained in the present 
Sitra. Inasmuch as the assumption, for the sake of the relevancy of the 
subsequent Sitras, of an extraneous Pirveupaksa, in between the two 
Pūrvapakşas put forward in the Séatras, would throw the charge of 
negligence (or absent-mindedness) on the author of the Satras,—we take 
the assumed extraneous Pirvapaksa, in the very beginning of the Adhi- 
karana. And in support of this Parvapaksa we have the following argu- 
ments, which we put forward as— 


PURVAPAKSA (A), 

“The accessory details in connection with Animals, that are Jaid 
“down in the Jyotstoma-Context, are not found to be related to any 
“particular animal. Because, though, through Syntactical Connection, it - 
“is the Agnisomiya animal that is recognised as to be dealt with in tho 
“same place as the accessory details in question,—yet at the place of the 
“actual appearance of these, the Context of the Animal would be in 
“ proximity to the Purchase. | 

“That is to say, in connection with the Initiatory Sacrifices we find 
“the Agnisomiya animal laid down, in proximity to the Purchase of 
“Soma; and though, through the force of Syntactical Connection, it 
“would appear that this animal is to be dealt with in proximity to the 
“details relating to the animal,—yet it is not found to be so dealt with 
“in view of the Context; because all Contexts operate in regard to the 
“place of origination (or appearance). As for the Savaniya animal, the 
“time for its appearance is that of the Sutyd (Pounding of the Soma) ; 
“and as for its declaration in connection with the Previous Day, that is 
“simply for the purpose of pointing out certain details; but, this declara- 
“ tion does not constitute the Context; as it occurs at a distance from the 
“ Anubandhya animal, which is dealt with at the end of the Soma (Sacri- 
“ Bee), Aud thus we find that the Details im question belong to the 
“ Jyotistoma itself, and to none of the animals concerned; ag the indi- 
‘cation of the Position of the Agnigomiya, being at a distance from its 
“objective, would be rejected by those of the Contest of the Jyotistoma, 
“which is not interfered by any Sub-confext or Syntactical Connection, 
“But, in view of the fact of the material employed at the Jyotisfowa 
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«heing the Soma (and not the body of any animal), we come to take 
‘the said details as belonging to its subsidiaries (in accordance with 
= the Stra 1T]—i—18); and as all the three Animal-Sacrifices are 
o equally subsidiaries to the Jyoltstoma, we take the details to helong 
«to all the three animals. , 
=“ As for the Diksantyg@ Isti, however, even though that too isa 
subsidiary of the Jyotsstoma, yet the details do not pertain to it; for 
“the simple reason that it is incapable of utilising them. Nor do they 
“pertain to the animals that come in as accessories of the Diksha niya 
“ Jsti; heeause evon though they are capable of taking in those details, 
‘yet there is no sort of general relationship (between these animals 
‘and the said Details). For these reasons, it must be admitted 
= that the Details in question apply equally to all the three animals.” 
In reply to this extraneous Parvapaksha we have the present 
Nitra (18), which embodies the following— 


PURVAPAKSA (B). 

“ What has been said would be possible only if there were no 
‘difference in the Context, through the Jyolistoma. As a matter ot 
‘‘fact however, we find that there is an actual difference in the 
‘(Contexts of the Animals ; inasmuch as the Savantya is mentioned in 
‘connection with the Previous Day ;-—the appearance of Sarvaniya 
‘animals having been laid down, in proximity to the Details of the 
‘Animal-Sacrifice, in the sentence—‘ dgn@yam ajam Agnistomée, 
“ älabhëta Aindragnamukthyé dvitiyam. Hence we conclude that the 
" Details in question belong to the Savaniya animal only.” 


nm 


[In reply to Pireapaksha (B), we have the following-—| 


PURVAPAKSA (C). 

Stia (19): “Through Position, they should be taken 

“as belonging to the precious animal (ie. the Agni- 
*somiya) also.” 

t Question: ‘How is it that this Sara declares something in 

" direct contradiction to the Law of the Cruti lingadhikarana (Li —iii— 

14)? For certainly, the conclusion therein arrived at is not in the 

form that by Context Vidévana, ete., ure subservient to the Rajasiya, 

while. by Position they are subservient to the Abhishécaniya; or that 

"ha Direct. Declaration the Aindri belongs lo the Garhapatya, while by 

" Indicative Force it pertains to Indra [and thi? is what js declared — 

ET S a 


1538 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, UI—PADA VI—ADHI. (7). . 


“in the Silra, that by Context the Details in question belong. to the 
d Savanšya, while by Position they belong to the Agnisomiya]” © 
c Answer : In the case of the Videvana (dealt with under the 
© Qrulilingadhikarana), it was found that all requirements being ful- 
filled by means of the superior authority of the Conteat, there would he 
“no occasion for the operation of the inferior authority of Position ; 
‘and as such it was only right that both alternatives should not be 
“ accepted conjointly ; specially as in such a case, the non-assump- 
‘* tion of the further relationship (shown by the inferior authority) does 
“ not cause any discrepancy either in the nature of the Accessory (the 
‘© Aindri Mantra) in question, or in that of the Primaries (Indra, Agni, 
“ete.); because they are capable of being recalled to the memory by 
other means (than the Mantra in question). In the case in question. 
“ however, though the requirements of the Accessory Details in question 
‘are supplied by their connection with the Savantya animal, yet, 
‘t inasmuch as the Agnzshomiya is found to be incomplete without 
“ these Details, it becomes absolutely necessary to recall them again 
“ (by some means or other, for the accomplishment of the Agni- 
“« shomtya) ; specially as there would be no incongruity in the accept- 
‘ance of both at one and the same time. As a matter of fact, with- 
“out the Details in question, the Agnishomtya could never form part of 
“ the Darca-Puirnamasa sacrifices as that which forms the origin of the 
` Animal-Sacrifices, viz.: the Agntshomsya, is a modification (or part) 
‘of the Darcu-Purnamasa, while others, having the common character 
“of having for their material a living being, are modifications of the 
“ Animal sacrifices {hemselves ` and then when we come to consider the 
question. as to whether the Agnishomiya (not taking in the details di- 
"" rectly by itsolf) is to obtain them out of those belonging to the Sava- 
‘‘ niya, through the Indirect implication based upon similarity (of the 
“ two animals),—or it is to obtain them by means of some sort of # 
‘direct Tnjunction,—we come to the conclusion that- the Details find 
“ place in the Agnishomiya by means of Position, which. forms a part 
“ of Direct Injunction; as itis only when all the six. methods of Direct 
" Injunction (in the shape of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
“ the rest) have ceased to operate that we can admit of any Indirect 
d Implication. Consequently, just as in the other case, the operation 
“ included in the sacrifice comes to be taken’ as. subservient to the 
Ka Original, as well as to the modifications through Direct Injunction and 
e Gd ndirect Implication, respectively,—so, in the same: manner, in the 
‘case in question, ‘che Details in question are subservient to the 
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de Agndohoniya, as well as to the Savaniya through Position and Coniext 
“ respectively. 
Ae for the Anubandhya animals, however, inasmuch as we do not 
“ fnd-any.the slightest Direct Injunction to be applicable, the Details 
“« eould come in only through Implication. 
“ And as such there can be nothing objectionable in the “Sätra.” 


SIDDHANTA 
Sūtra (20): Accorting to some people, the accessory 
details belong to the Suveniyn;, but the previous 
declaration oily serves the purpose of pointing 
out an accessory. 

We quite readily admit of the fact of the Details belonging to the 
Agnishomiya, through Position; but we cannot accept the assertion of 
that they belong to the Savantyu, by reason of the Context, Because 
the re-mention of the Savantya animals in connection with the Previous 
Day serves the purpose of pointing out an accessory ` while as for the 
appearance of those animals, which actually occurs after the Holding o/ 
the Acvina Cup (on the day following the sacrifice), it is pointed out by 
the Context. 

The originative Injunction of the Savantya Animals is contained in 
the sentence—‘ Taking hold of the Açvina Vessel, and tying a three- 
fold string round the sacrificial post, one should kill the Savaniya ani- 
mal.’ And as for the word ‘ ¢vah’ (Ü to-morrow’) ased on the duptnasa- 
thya Day, this refers to the Sutya (the day after the sacrifice). 

Question : “ What is that accessory (for the sake of which we have 
“ the previous declaration)? We do not find any mentioned in the 
“ sentence dealing with the Savantya itself ?” 

Answer: It is this; with reference to all Savaniyus, we find the 
deprecatory declaration : Yatha va matsyah, ele., ele, ` the meaning of 
which is this: ‘Just as when a lish is moving about in the water its exact 
position is not known, and the man looking for it is kept moving this 
"ver and that,—so, in the same manner, with regard to theso Saventyu 
animals it is not exactly known where they should be dealt with, andl 
this. keeps the Performers in a state of suspense, —and the previous 
mention of the Savantya is in connection with this deprecation, and not 
for the sake of an Injunction of it. The said deprecation also is taken 
aR explanatory of the following question: ‘fn what way are we to 
employ. the animals known as Savuniya in connection with Savana 
offerings 1" `" And this question again is in co:fmection with another. 
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Injunction,—‘ Vapaya praiah savané pracaranty,’— which has the form 
_of an answer to the previous question. 

And thus we find that the previous mention of the Savaniya is for 
durpose of pointing out this accessory (the Vapa, Fat) of it, as to be 
used in the offerings and it gives us ap idea of the Context, 

Question "HM hal are the words by which the Accessor y is laid down 2" 
That is to say, the sentence quoted—- açvinam graham grhitva, etc.,’—- is 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the order of sequence of 
certain actions; and as such it could not serve as the originative Injunc- 
tion of the Savaniya. 

In reply to this, the Author of the Bhashya shows that it is only 
the Aynéya animal, out of the many Savantya animals, that is spoken 
of as appearing ‘ to-morrow.’ 

And some people explain this portion of the Bhashya in the fol- 
lowing ways: (1) No significance should be attached to the specification 
of the * Agn?ya’ Savuniya. as it is spoken of simply with a view to show 
that the accessory belongs to all the Savantyas. (2) This is meant to 
show that there are many such sentences ` but in any case, it is the men- 
tion of the Agnéyu only that serves any useful purpose. Even though ` 
the Aindragna and the other Savaniya animals have their original ap- 
pearance on the Previous Day, vet, inasmuch as they are used in the 
subsequent ‘ 7’erminuscs’ (the performance whereof is not absolutely 
necessary) ,—they have not the power to take in (utilise) those acvcs- 
sory details of animals, which are laid down as absolutely necessary. 
And thus there could be no doubt as to the superiority of the authority 
of the Postiion of the Agnishomiya. As for that Savaniya, which, being 
necessary, is capable of utilising the said details—we have already 
shown that the Context does not point to that. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the details do not belong to the 
Savaniya. 


Sūtra (21): Objection: “The latter declaration would 
“only serve the purpose of laying down the time for 
“that which is transferred (to a subsequent peel- 
"eion 7 
The whole Adhikaranu turning upon the due ascertainment of the 

exact sentence that serves as the originative Injunction of the Suvaniye, 

the Opponent brings forward the following arguments :— 
“If you think that there is no Context of the Savaniya, then you 

“are very much mistaken ; because as a matter of fact, the original ap- 

“pearance of the Savaniya animal is due to the previous sentence 
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r (“agneyamajam, etc.’); then the sentence (‘ V@paya pracarani’) trans- 
‘ fers the ‘fat’—portion of the body of that animal ito a subsequent 
‘occasion; and lastly, the exact time being still unknown. the Jast 
‘sentence (D asvinam, etc.’) points out the particular time. 
‘That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapaya pratak savané pracaranli’ 

‘ transfers the chief of the details in question—namely, the ‘ pracara 
‘of the Fat’; and inasmuch as the subsidiaries always follow the 
‘ Principal, the other Details—-of killing, etc..—also are transferred: 
‘ but with all this there remains an uncertainty as to the exact time: 
‘and the ‘time immediately after the Holding of the Acvina Vessel’ is 
‘then laid down (by the sentence ‘dcvinin grhited. ele”). Hence it is 
‘ this last sentence that serves the purpose of laying down the acces- 
‘sory (of Time); otherwise there would be a syntactical split ; because 
‘if the sentence were not taken as laying down the time for the 
` Savantya-sacrifice, it would be taken aa laying down the time for 
‘the Parivydna (Tying of the rope round the Post) and the Upakarana 
' (Killing), as well as the Sacrifice together with its Deity and Material 
‘(and this multiplicity of enjoined objects would certainly cause a 
‘ syntactical split). 

‘Objection: ‘The Tying of the Rope, being already related to the 
‘ sacrifice through Implication, the sentence can be taken as laying 
down the Sacrifice as to be performed al the same time as the Tying ,— 
' the mention of this latter being merely by way of a descriptive refer- 
‘ence (and in this way, there would be no syntactical split). 

“* Reply: It is quite true that the connection of the Tying of the 
` Rope is pointed out by Implication; but as a matter of fact it is not 
‘actually done at the time of the Savaniyu: for the simple reason 
' that the Sacrificial Post remaining the same (at all the Animal sacri- 
' fices), all the aid due to the said Tying, becomes accorded to the 
' Savaniya also, by the Tying that has been done previously at the 
' time of the Agnishomiya,—in accordance with the law ‘ Vatkalastu, 

elec,’ (XI—iii—6). 

Objection: ‘In that case the Tying of the Rope would be ap- 
' plicable through this commonality of the Post; and as such could 
be taken as spoken of (in the sentence Acvinam qrhitea, elc.) merely 
be way of Descriptive Reference.’ 

“Reply: No such descriptive reference is possible; for the simple 

reason that the Tying is not recognised to be the same that is 
‘ spoken of by way of descriptive reference which is recognised to be 
‘in the same form in which it had appeared ow the previous day ` and 


1542 TANTBÄ-VÂRTIKA;: ADH. THI—PADA VI.—ADHI. (7). 


“ certainly that which will have been done on the Previous day, could 
“ not be referred to as existing on the. day after the Holding of the 
«t Aevina Vessel : nor is there any Tying of the Rope done on this latter 
“day; and as for the Tying that may have been done on the previous 
" * day, that could not be spoken of by way of reference by such words, 
‘as by the word ‘paryaginikyia” and -the like; because the: Tying is 
“ limited by limits of the two actions performed at the two meee of 
" time. ` 

Objection : ‘ In that case we can take the sentence agvinam ... . . 
" Yüpam pariviyc, etc. as referring to the T'ying of the Rope which is laid 
" down in the sentence-—dgvinam graham grhitva upanishkramya yiipam 
`" parivyayati.’ 

“ Reply: But this also is not the case; for the same reason of 
 nou-recognition. That is to sav the Tying of the Rope, in conucc- 
`" tion with the Savaniya, which is not the same as the Tying origin- 
“ally done, is found to be laid down (in the sentence ‘yiipam parivyayali,) 
‘in its base form (i.e. without any mention of the substance that is to 
" be tied round); while the Original Zoning is distinctly spoken of as 
"` done by means of the Rope; and hence if the former Tying were done 
“ by means of some such other substances, as a piece of Cloth and the 
“ like, there could be no reference to the ‘ three-foldness’ (which could 
‘apply to the Rope only); and as such it would be neccessary to 
take this ‘ three-foldness’ also to be an object of Injunction by the 
“sentence ‘ Acvinam..... lrepta yipam pariviya ,’—over and above 
“the Tying itself; and this would involve a syntactical split. | 

“Thus then, the sense of the Bhishya comes to be this: If it 
" were not as we say, then, it would be necessary for the sentence to 
"log down, in regard to the Tying, something, in connection with 
“ which the ‘three-fold’ substance and the particular time (after the 
“ Holding of the Agvina Vessel) could be enjoined ; and the clause 
“< upakaranasya ca’ also would lay down the Time for the Killing, as 
" well as the Action qualified by the said Substance and Deity. ` And 
“ hence, inasmuch as these sentences are found to serve the purpose 
“of laying down accessories, it must be admitted that there is a 
“ Context of the ER Animals.” d 


Sūtra (22) : Reply: It cannot be so; as. that (which is 
transferred) is only a purt (of the Animal). 

‘When the Suvaniyas with. all their accessories are laid down in 

connéetion with the Previous Day, we are ‘led to believe that all 
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actions (offerings) in connection with the Savaniyas are to be performed 
on that-same day; but out of these the ‘ Vapa-pacara’ (the carrying of 
Fat) is transferred to. the next day —by reason of the direct declaration 
to that effect ( Vapaya prataksavané pracaranti’),-—and not the other 
actions. of Killing and the like.in accordance with the Sutra V--i—24, the 
sense of. which is that, ‘ those actions, that are to be performed, either 
after, or along with, the Fat-offering, are to be transferred, and not those 
that are- performed before it,—such as the Killing and the like;’ and 
as for those subsidiaries the exact time whereof is not known, they are 
to be performed at the same time as the Principal Sacrifice, as we shall 
show later on; but as regards the subsidiaries of the Pacu (Animal) 
Sacrifice, it is fully known that they are to be performed on the previous 
day; and hence these do not come to be performed at the time of the 
Principal Action. ` Thus then, it would be necessary for you to have 
recourse to a transference,—by the sentence ‘Acvinam, etc. of the 
Savaniya; which, however, is not transferred along with the ‘Vapa-pra- 
cara”; and this sentence (‘Acvinam, elc.’). in that case. becoming a 
secondary Injunction, there would be a syntactical split involved in 
its being taken as laying down many accessories. On the other hand, 
if this sentence be taken as an Originative Injunction, there would be 
no such anomaly ; hence we conclude that the sentence is an Origina- 
tive Injunction. | | 

Objection : “ As a matter of fact we find that the Bhashya has 
‘shown that the sentence contains the Injunction of many objects ; 
"tas we find in it, the assertion, that the sentence serving the purpose of 
“ poiniing out accessories, there would be a syntactical split. But the 
“ syntactical split is capable of being avoided by taking the sentence 
“to be an Injunction only of the transference of the Killing which had 
“ been taken as to be performed on the previous day.” 

Some people seek to justify the Bhashya, on the following grounds : 
‘In the case of the sentence ‘ Aynéyya Agnidhram, we find that what 
are enjoined are the general relationship of the Jyotishtoma, and also a 
particular phase of it; and hence it was asserted, on a previous 
occasion, that there was a multiplicity of objects enjoined ; and in the 
same manner, in the case in question, the sentence can be taken as 
having a multiplicity of objects for Injunction, in that it lays down the 
transference of the Killing, which has not been transferred along with, 
the © Vapapractira, as well-as a particular phase of if. 

` /u But the case of the sentence under consideration is not similar 
S bo: ‘the sentence ‘ägnëyyā dgnidhram’; because in the case of the 
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“latter, the Injunction was found to pertain to a particular phase of 
“the relationship (of the Jyotishtoma); and hence we were led to seek 
“for an Injunction elsewhere, of the general phase of that relation- 
“ship; and then, finding this latter already inhering in some of the 
‘e Agnéyia, we found the soror of the Apparent Inconsistency of its 
‘non-injunction considerably ‘weakened; and hence there being no 
“such Inconsistency to justify the assumption of Injunctions of the 
“said general relationship with regard to the other Agnéyis, such an 
“assumption would certainly involve a most objectionable Syntactical 
“Split, inasmuch as such an Injunction is not found to be admitted hy 
“the Veda. In the case in question on the other hand, we have no 
‘such contrary element, in thé shape of an Injunction of transference 
“in general, which could weaken the Apparent Inconsistency pointing to 
“the Injunction of the particular Transferences. If, in the case of 
"the dgnzyi also, there were no such contrary factor, as the exis- 
“tence of the general relationship, which weakened the Apparent 
“ Inconsistency, —then, in that case, there could be nothing to set 
* aside the fact of the sentence laying down the relationship of every 
a Agnéeyi ; as it has been already shown, in connection with such 
“ words as ‘ Gona’ and the like, that even though the Action may be an 
‘already enjoined one, there is nothing incongruous in having a 
‘‘ multiplicity of enjoined objects, if these happen to be expressed 
“by means of one and the same word. Consequently, though the 
“ sentence ` Acrinam graham, ete.. enjoins the Pratahsavana (the morn- 
“ing offering), as well as the fact of its being performed after the 
“Holding of the Agvina Vessels, vet, inasmuch as the Injunctive 
“ Agency is confined to a single word. there is no case of these being , 
" wholly distinct Injunctions for each of the factors concerned, as shown 
“under Sutra II-—ii--6; in fact it is only of one factor (i.c. of the lime) 
“that we have an actual Injunction, which, however, implies that of 
“the other (i.e. the Prataksavuna) also. 

“It is for this reason that the Bhashya, in the course of pointing 
‘out the objectionability of a multiplicity of enjoined objects, has 
“declared, that many things could not be enjoined (by the same Injunc- 
“ tive), unless they were related to one another: this declaration has 
“been made in full recognition of the fact that when thore are many 
“ things related to one another, the Injunction of any ‘one of these 
“implies the others also, without any further effort in that direction. 
‘Hence if the Injunction of one could imply that of a thousand other 
“things, there could be no. incongruity in this, nor any exgra effort on 
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d the part of the Injonetive agency ; and hence we readily admit of such 
an implication. The only way to make such an implication untenable 
“is to show that the Injunction (sought to be implied) is otherwise 
S obtainable (and as such there is no Apparent Inconsistency to. 
“ justify such implication). But as a matter of fact, in the case in 
‘question, we find that there is no such alternative as would admit 

“ot the Injunction pertaining only to the xequence (of. the Navaniya) 

‘to the Holding of the Acvina Vessel, without pointing out anv sort. of 

ere between that Gier voa) and the Suty@ and the Morn- 
“i ng-offering. And hence there can be nothing objectionable in the 
‘aforesaid Implication. 

‘In fact, the objection is applicable to you (who have sought to 
= justify the Bhashya in the aforesaid manner),—who take the Injune- 
“tion to be one of an Action qualified by many Substances and Deities. 
“Then again, it would be necessary for vou to make a still further 
‘assumption, of the relationship, of the Action, with the Jyolishtoma, 
“the Sutyã, the Morning-offering and the particular time (after the 
“ Holding of the Acvina Vessel). And it is a well-known fact, that in 
"all cases of Transference and Subtraction, there is involved an incon- 
" gruity in the shape of having a gencral and a special Injunction ; and 
“hence. in view of this incongruity there could be no Injunction of 
“ Accessories with reference to a previously enjoined acgton; and as 
“such the sentence would come to be taken as enjoining a distinet 
“action altogether. For instance (l) in the case of the sentence 
“* Mahéndrasya stotram pratyabhishicyate,’ inasmuch as the Injunetion 
“pertains to the Mid-day-offering, the Mahéndra Hymn and the Time, 
$‘ Abhishécantya Mantra comes to be taken as serving many purposes ; 
“(2) and the same may be shown to be the case with the sentence 
*Tishthantam pagum prati prayuñjanti.’ 

“ And further, when there is a single object that is both enjoined 
“and dealt with in action, any other object coming in could do so in 
“ two waya: either by reason of a distinct effort with regard to such 
“an object, or as following in the wake of some such object. As for 
“instance, in the case of the Injunction of Hating (of the Remnants), 
“ the iaking up of the Vessels belonged to the farmer, while the satisfac- 
‘tion (or pleasure due to the Hating) to the latter kind. Ont of these 
‘two ‘kinds of objects, that which is due to a distinct effort, is found 
‘to be such that unless it is done, that which is enjoined cannot be 
“done; and hence with regard to that we have to assume, on the 

“ ground of that Apparent Inconsistency, anothes Injunctive agency, — 
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“ but just to such extent as is. found o be based: upon acriptural 
“authority. While as regards that which follows in the wake of 
“ another object, it is found to be accomplished, even though there be 
“very many of it, without any distinct effort on the part, either of the 
“ human agent, ot ón that of the Scripture. 

In the case in question, we find that the sequence oj the EZE 
“to the Holding of the Acvina Vessel being enjoined, it would not 

‘< necessitate any distinct effort to establish the connection (of that 
“ Savaniya) with the Sutyā, the Morning-offering, ete.; and hence 
‘there is nothing that enjoins Pransjerence in general. And when 

“ what is actually enjoined is the mere sequence to the Holding of the 
« Agvina Vessel which is distinctly mentioned, what would it matter, 
“if in the wake of that sequence there should appear the attendant 
“ factors of the Sutyā, the Morning-offcring, the particular part of the 
"dag, the particular hour, minute, second, ete., the generic characte! 
“of Time, Substance and Entity (that is to say the implication of 
“ these would not involve a Syntactical split) ? — Dor if there were to be 
“a syntactical split in such cases, there would be one in the oase of the 
“ sentence ‘ bring the Çimçapã’ ; because in this also, we have the word 
nr Cimeapa’ implying the generic factors of ‘ tree,’ ‘Earth,’ ‘ Substance.” 
d Ce Entity.’ Consequently it must be admitted that all that the sen- 
“ tence (Agvinam, ele.`), lays down is another time,—in the shape of 
"7 that following after the Holding of the Acvina Vessel, —for the Killing 

‘which has been previously laid down as to be done on the Previous 

‘Day. And there can be nothing objectionable in this.” 

IL In view of the above, others seek to explain the “ Syntactical 
split ” spoken of in the Bhashya, as that which is caused by the fact of 
both the Tying of the Rope and the K iling being transferred by means 
of the same sentence.” 

" But this also is very easily refuted : as it is s only the J'ying of 
“ the Rope that is transferred by the sentence; the. transference of the | 

|“ Killing being implied by the same transference, i in accordance with the 

“Suira V—i--24, | 

“The following might here be urged : ‘ It is only the Accessory that 
“is obtained from the Original Primary, and not that. which is altoge- 
“ ther new, which, being transferred, brings in the others in its wake, as 

.*" spoken of in the said Sutra (while in the case in question, the Tying of 
me the Rope is found to be an altogether new EES mot mentioned 
“ before.. | 

rn “But: this. cainnotebe admissible ; oer in. tie Sutra yi2 
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“we find desoribed the. DEE of even such accessories as the 
i Vidévana, ete., that are not obtained from the Original Primary ; 
“and as for the ER ira ‘ Tatha pūrvam’ (V—i—29), which lays down the 
o bet of a new Accessory not being transferable), that too has been 
« oxplained as referring to an accessory with certain qualifications. Or. 
‘oven if we have the transference of the Killing only, as the sentence in 
“question could be taken as referring to the Tying of the Rope laid 
‘down in the sentence ‘sa vat Acvinam, etc.’ it would involve no 
= syntactical split. 

“Tt might be argued that, ‘inasmuch ag the sentence Sa vai, ele., 
‘mentions the Rope without any qualifications, the mention, in the 
“ sentence under consideration, of threefoldness could not be taken as 
“a mere descriptive reference to a previously-enjoined object. 

“ But this is not quite tenable; because the reply to this argu- 
‘ment would be exactly the same which the Siddhantin would give 
" later on to a question put to him by the Parvapakshin. 

Objection ` ‘Inasmuch as the Siddhantin holds the sentence to 
“contain the Injunction of a new Action, it is possible for him to 
“admit an Injunction of more than one thing; while as for the 
“ Pirvapakshin, this cannot be possible for him (as he takes the sentence 
“to be an Injunction of Accessories); and as such the Injunction 
‘of more than one Accessory would involve a syntactical split.’ 

“ Reply : That does not make any difference ` becanse in a case 
“where several qualifications are mentioned in connection with onc 
“action, an Injunction of all those is quite possible, as through that 
“ Action; and hence such cases are quite in accordance with the Law 
“of Qualified Injunction (which does not involve a syntactical split); 
"7 but in cases where the Action enjoined is without any of its quali- 
fications, ` it becomes necessary to bring in, for the sake of that 

“ Action, the qualifying accessories uf other actions; and for this 

“purpose it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word (and 
“this would involve a Syntactical split). For instance, when the 
. “ Sacrifice i is enjoined along with its Deity, it is only its own qualifying 

“accessories that it could imply (and bring in), and not a qualification: 

“of the: Tying (in the shape of threefoldness). Hence even in the ` 

“casé of the Injunctions of new actions (not previously enjoined), it is 
“‘nevessary to differentiate its own qualifying Accessory from those of 
“others. ` ‘Thus then, inasmuch as the objection brought forward is "` 
| “equally. applicable to both of us (the Parvapakshin as well as the 
bi  Siddhantin), it should not have been urged agamst one only. — 
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“Then again, the only reply that the Siddhantin could give to the 
“ said objection, would be that—' the Rope is common to both Tying gs 
“ (parivyāna), as is actually declared in Suira IHI--vi—31. And this 
“ would indicate that the T'hreefold Rope spoken of in the sentence under 
“consideration (* ruria yūpam pariviya),’ would apply to any and 
“every ‘ Tying’ of the Sacrificial Post; so that, in the case in ques- 
“ tion, the mention of the ‘Tying’ (in the sentence under considera- 
‘‘tion) is only by way of reference to that previously enjoined (in the 
‘sentence ‘sa vai acvinane, elc.) ; and hence there would be no Syntac- 
tical split. 

“Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the nett 
“ sequence to the Holding of the Acgvina Vessel, in reference to the 
“ sequence of the Killing to the Tying, which latter has already been 
~ enjoined in connection with the Previous Jay,—the sentence, in this 
“case, being construed as ‘yut trvrla yùpam pariviya updkarolt tal 
n Acvinagrahavanantaram karyam’ (the Tying of the threefold Rope 
“e round the Post, as laid down in regard to the Previous Day should, on 
“ the second Day, be done after the Holding of the Acvina Vessel)’ 
“In this way we avoid the Syntactical split complained of, and cer- 
“ tainly any far-fetched construction is more acceptable than a Syntac- 
“ tical split.” 

In view of these arguments, we explain the ‘Syntactical split. 
spoken of in the Bhashya, as follows :— 

It must be admitted that of the Savantya sacrifices, one sentence 
should enjoin the originative appearanco, while the other lays down 
its accessories. As a matter of fact we have no grounds for taking the 
sentence speaking of the Previous Day as the originative Injunction (of 
the Savaniya sacrifices). 

Objection: “Nor do we find any grounds for taking the other 

“ sentence either, as the said originative Injunction.” 

Reply : Though it is so, vet, inasmuch it is not possible for the 
two sentences to be taken either as optional alternatives or con- 
jointly, it becomes necessary to find out which of the two could, 
through a certain peculiarity in it, be accepted, by preference, as the 
required Originative Injunction. And hence we proceed to find out 
such a peculiarity. _ It has already been shown above that it is only a 
desirable Accessory that can be laid down with reference to an Action 
‘laid down in the recesses of a remote Injunction. Because an accessory 
that is not desired (in connection with that Action) would, if brought 
in, make it an ‘altogether. different. action, like the Homa in connection 
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with the Kundapayindmay yana. Thus then, in the caso in question, we 
find that it is the Vapd-pracara, (the Fat-offering) that is the desired 
accessory, which is capable of being enjoined with reference to tho 
Savantya occurring at the time of the Suty&; and when the declara- 
tion of the Morning-offering brings about a recognition of the Savaniya 
appearing along with that Offering—and it having been found to 
serve a useful purpose in connection with another mention of it in 
connection with the ‘ next day, —it cannot be regarded as bearing the 
relation of subserviency with the Holding of the Agvina Vessel: and 
the sentence (‘ Acguinam grhitea, elc.) being found to be meant to 
point out the Time,—and Time, by its very nature, not being an 
object desired to be acquired, could not be enjoined with reference 
to an Action; and hence it is necessary that a certain Action (the 
Vapapracara) be enjoined with reference to the Time thus pointed 
out. Even if the Injunction (of this action) be as subsidiary to the 
Agvina Vessel, then too, inasmuch as the principal member (Time of 
the Agvina) is not capable of being desired as something to be 
acquired, the sentence could not but be interpreted as before. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence cannot be taken as an In- 
junction of accessories ; and hence the peculiarity, whereby, the origi- 
native Injunction not being interfered with, the coguition of the 
original appearance of the Action would make it a distinct Action, in 
accordance with the Law of the Difference of Actions being due to the 
difference in the Contexts,—that same poculiarity. would make the 
sentence an originative Injunction with regard to the time therein 
pointed out.. And thus the other sentence, naturally, comes to be 
taken as the Injunction of Accessories; as under the above cireum- 
stances, there would be no justification for a syntactical split. 

lt was for this reason that we considered the question as to 
whether the ‘ V@papracara’ does, or dovs not, lead to the transference 
(of the Savaniya). Because in case there be such a transference, inas- 
muchas the idea of the Savaniya mentioned in the previous sentence 
would be still present in the mind (at the time of this transference), . 
wid as such it being recognized to be the same, we could not but take 
the other mention of it, as being for the sake of enjioning it in regard 
to the particular time therein pointed out ; as we have explained under 
the Stira ‘ Sannidhuntvavibhagat’ (11—iii—26), And when the Action as 
Well as the Time is found to be cnfoined,—the operation of the Injunc- 
tive affix alw ays pertains to that which is in cluser proximity to it; and 
in, the case in question, we find that the Time ofthe Vapapracara is the 


1580  TANTRÂ-VÅRTIKA. ADR. ni~eaba Vi. ADHI D 


qualification of an action other than the Originative appearance of the 
Savaniya ` and as such it would be impossible to take the sentence as 
a qualified Injunction ; and hence a Syntactical split would be inevi- 
table. And as to how the two seitences are reconciled and taken along 
with each other, in accordance with our view,—that we have explained 
already. 

‘Thus then, the sentence could also speak of the subsidiary charac- 
ter of the Z'ying--a3s shown by the Context—by way of descriptive 
reference ; otherwise it would have to refer to it, as enjoined by the 
remoter agency of Position. 
| For these reasons, it must be admitted that the originative In- 
junction of the Savaniya is contained in the sentence ‘ Acvinam 
graham, ele.’ 

Question : rr How could you reconcile the above explanation with 
“the mention of ‘ Syntactical split’ made in the Bhashya 3" 

Answer: What the Bhashya means by the expression ‘ } Jākybhēda ` 
is the difference of actions (and not ‘Syntactical split’); as even if therc 
be many factors, if they happen to be related to one another, the 
whole is quite capable of being taken as a single sentence syntactically 
connected. 

That is to say, all that the Bhāshya says is ‘ Vakyam bhadytta, — 
which means that the sentence in question could not be syntactically 
connected with the other sentence; just as in the Sūtra ` Karirgune 
tu karmusumavdyad vikyabhédak ët" (11I—i—19,) though there is 
no actual vakyabhéde (Svntactical split,) yet what is meant by the 
word ‘vakyabhéda’ is the want of mutual connection; and in the 
Sitra “Sakdikshanivekavikyam’ (ILI—i—20), the expression ‘ eka. 
vaky«t’ has been used in the sense mukun? connection ; and in the same 
manner in the case in question, what the Bhashyu means is that— 
‘When ‘the sentence in question is taken as an originative Injunction, 
then it can be connected (syntactically) with the other sentence,—this 
connection being posalble only if the sentence is not taken merely ‘as 
laying down accessories.’ | 


sūtra ER Objection: € The T EE contd be 
| SC) “implied. ae r a y 
(Objection: “The sentence may bo taken as containing an implied 
e Lnjanction of the Time for the transferred Savaniya ; that is to say, 
"7 we find the declatation—‘ One should cover the Tat with his closed 
fist? “and. öertainly there could bé no covering ‘of the Fap extracted 
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“ on Ehe previous day ; as that would mean that the man should stay 
“with his fist hiding the fat, for fully two days; which would be an 
« impossibility ; hence the sentence quoted must be taken as implying 
‘ the presence of the Savantya on the next day also; and it is for this 
« Savaniya that the sentence in question would lay down the Time "7 


Sätra (24): Reply: This cannot be: because (such im- 
plication could be possible only) if we had a contradir- 
tion of the Direct Declaration. 

(The said transference could have been implied by the Apparent 
Inconsistency of the sentence quoted, only if there were an actual 
inconsistency ; as a matter of a fact, however, we find that the ‘ Cover- 
ing’ spoken of could be done by means of the ‘handful’ of leaves or 
grass ; and this could certainly continue for four days. ] 


Bitte (25): But, through Position, (the Accessory details in 
question) belong to the previous (animal, the Agni- 
shomiya): specially asthe purification pertains to 
thet. 


Having thus set aside the fact of there being any Context pointing 
to the connection (of the Details) with the Savantya, the Author recapi- 
tulates the Siddhanta view, by means of the same arguments as those 
shown before. 

Or, the great Context (of the Jyotishioma), being found to be not 
interfered with by any sub-context of the Savansya), would point to 
the Details as belonging to all three animals; and as such: would 
set aside the indications of the Position (of the Agnishomiya) ; and 
it is with a view to preclude this view, that we have the word ‘tu’ in 
the Stira. 

Though it is quite true that Context is superior in authority to Posi- 
tiun, yet, in accordance with the Law of the Upämçuyãjanumanirana 
dl—ii—g et seq.), it is the Position aided by Indicative Force which, 
iu the ‘present case, becomes more authoritative than the said Context. 
| Through their inherent capabilities, what the Accessories of the Ani- 
mals want is the Animal Sacrifice, and not the Sacrifice of Soma. And 
that which is not wanted cannot be taken up by Context; as the 
bringing in of that which is not wanted would be all the more remote 
from: the sense of the Direct Declaration. Nor can the Law of the 
Big i  Anarthakyät tadangeshu’ (III—i—18) Je applicable, unless ` 
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there is a direct relationship seinen by means of the Genitive 
Ending,—as we have already explained before. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Agnishomiyu has no other acces. 
“sory detail laid down for itself, it actually stands in need of some 
“such accessories ; being brought in, from another place, tc the place 
“where the Accessories are laid down; and thus being in close 
S proximity to these Accessories, the Agnishomiya would take them 
“up, through Context: and under the circumstances, it should not be 
zz said that it is through Position that it takes them up.” 

Reply : This objection is not applicable to the present caso; 
because in a case where the Modificatory Sacrifice is completed by 
means of the subsidiaries obtained from the Original Primary, and 
certain new subsidiaries are also introduced into it,—there alone we 
have the Modification taking up the Subsidiaries, through Context. Tn 
the case in question however, we find that the Agnishomiya has 
originally appeared in another place; and in that place, it has all its 
requirements supplied by means of the subsidiaries obtained from the 
Original Primary (the Jyotishtoma), which have had their usefulness 
previously established, and which have nothing to oppose them ` and: 
then, being brought up to the place in question, the Agntshomiyn 
finds certain other Accessory Details, apparently without any other 
purpose to serve, and standing in necd of something (to which they 
could belong) ; and then, having its procedure (with regard to these 
details) inferred from other facts, the Agnishomiya becomes connected 
with them ; and it is in the nature of Posttion alone that, finding the 
Accessories in need of a relative, it creates a procedure for the 
Principal factor, and thereby establishes the relationship of those 
details with this latter; and hence it is only right that the Sutra 
should speak of ‘ through Position.’ (Specially as we could have Context 
only if the Agnishomiya also stood in need of the- Details, just as these 
do in that of the former). | | 


Sätra (26): Also because of Indications. 

We have the sentence— Vapaya pritahasavané caranli, puroda- 
pina madhyandiné savané’—which speaks of the Pagu—Purodace 
(The Animal Fat, and the Cake) in connection with the Savaniya 
offerings ; and this could not be explained, if the Details in question 
belonged to all the three, or to two of the animals.. Because it will be 
shown later on that the Cake-offering is meant as a purification. of the 
Deity; ; and asia matter of fact, in the case in question, the Deity 
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that the Cake-sacrifice could purify, is the Joint. Agni and Soma (those 
connected to the Agnishomiya), and not Agni alone (which is connected 
with the Savantya),—as is shown by the Indicative Force. In case 
both (the Agntshomiya and the Savaniya) were equally related to the 
Details, there could be no such Üha, as we have in accordance with the 
Siddhanta. Hence, inasmuch as we find the quoted text speaking of 
the ‘Purodaga,’ we conelude that it is only by Indirect Implication 
that any accessory details can belong to the Savaniya. 


Sätra (27): It is no Injunction: as it serves the 
purposes of an Arthavada, 


Objection: “It is true that the Cake-offering that is done for 
‘the purposes of the purification of the Deity, could not apply to the 
“ Savantya; but as a matter of fact, that is not the only purpose 
“ served by the Cake-offering; as we find it spoken of as serving the 
“ purpose of ‘ covering the hole,’—in the sentence ‘ Sushiro va élarhs 
“ paçuł voc. cece ee chidrapidhanartho’ ‘pi’; and hence, even though 
“ there is no Deity in connection with the Savaniya, yet the Cake-offering 
“ would be made for the purpose of Covering the hole of the Savaniya ; 
“and as such there would be nothing incongruous in the fact of the 
“Details belonging equally to both (the Savaniya and the Agni- 
“ shomiya).”’ 

It is in reply to this that we have the present Suéra (27); the 
sense of which is as follows: As a matter of fact the Cake is not laid 
down for the purpose of ‘ covering the hole ’; as we have already shown, 
under the Arthavada Pada, that all such sentences, as have the 
appearances of Injunctions, and also those that appear as argumenta- 
tive in form, are mere Arthavadas. Nor, as a matter, do we find the 
Sacrifice standing in need of a ‘covering of the hole’; nor do we find 
any hole covered, even after the Cake-sacrifice has becn performed. 
Hence it must be admitted that the Covering of the hole is not the 
purpose served by the Cake-offering; and as such the Indications, 
shown under the previous Suira, remain fully established. 
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ADHIK ARANA (8). 
CH Fetching of the branen, ete., belong to both Milking ] 


Sūtra (28) ; e Inasmuch as the two Milkings are done 
sat diferent times, the mere Milk would be pre- 
‘pared without connection (with the Accessories).” 


Having shown the non-contradiction of Position, we now proceed 
to deal with its contradiction (by Direct Declaration, etc.). 

[There are two Milkings, the Evening and the Morning; and as 
accessory details of the Milking, we find laid down—the Fetching of 
the Branch, the bringing in of the Cows, making the Cows to yield 
milk, the actual milking, and so forth; and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether these pertain to both the Milkings, or 
to the Evening Milking only]. And on this we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the Details in question are found mentioned in 
“ connection with the Previous Day, they would pertain to the making 
«of the Curd, because of the similarity of Position, and of the Sub- 
“ context (that is to say, as it is the Milk drawn on the previous 
“ Day that is made into Curd, and as the Details too are mentioned in 
“connection with that Day, these latter would belong to the Evening 
“ Milking only; while the mere Milk, which is used in the form of 
“ pure milk, and which is drawn in the M Orning; would be prepared, 
“ independently of the said Accessory details)" ` 


SI DDR AN TA. 


Siitra (29): Inasmuch as both appear in the same 
Context, the Text only lays down the time (the Pre- 
vious Day) for the details connected with both. 


_.. When the Principal is performed in the place of the Accessory 
“Details, it becomes subject to the authority of Position (or, Order) ; 
while. when it is only found to be mentioned in their. place, then it is 
‘subject: to: the: anthority of Sub- Context. As for the Curd«Sacrifice, we 
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| find that it is ‘both spoken of. and performed, in connection with the 
Amévitsya Day ` and as such the Curd is, in all respects, equal to the 
Milk. And though it is true that, for the purpose of making the Curd, 
some of the details are done on the Previous Day,—yet those details. 
do not include the Fetching of the Branch and the rest enumerated 

above; as has been shown under the Sutra HI—i—22, that ‘ there 

can be no connection between two accessories.’ Hence it must be 

admitted that the Fetching of the Branch, cte., ete., that are done on the | 
Previous. Day, in accordance with the Direct Injunction to that effect, 
are done as related to both Milkings; and not for the sake of the Curd 

only ` and there can be nothing objectionable in this. 


ADHIKARANA (9). 
[The Sadana, ete., belong to the three Savanas.] 


Sūtra (30): Similarly the mention of the Vessels is 
connected with the other Savana also. 


[In connection with the Morning-offering of the Jyotishtoma, we 
tind ten Vessels, the Atndravayava, elc., mentioned ; and with regard to 
these we find mentioned suchsaccessory details as, the Seating and the 
Cleaning. Then again, we find other Vessels mentioned in connection 
with the Midday-offering, and others again in connection with the 
Kvening-offering ; and there arises the question as to whether the said 
details should be performed in connection with these latter Vessels also, 
or only in connection with those of the Morning-offering. And on this 
question, we have the PurvapaksHa, that—" They would belong to 
“ those of the Morning-offering only ; a8 they are mentioned in their 
‘* Position (or Order).’’] o 


SIDDHANTA. 


Though the fact of the Accessory Details of the Vessels, and the 
Morning-offering, being mentioned, as well as performed in the same 
place, would give rise to the idea that the case of these Details is not 
similar to those dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, yet the Sutru 
lays down that the case of these is similar to that of the former ones. 
And the reason for this is that there is one and the same Context, 
that of the Jyotishtoma, including the Three Offerings. There can be 
no Sub-Context of the Morning-offering by itself ; as there is no result 
laid down as following from this offering. Then as for Position, it 
cannot, when contradicted by Context, serve the purpose of indicating 
the use of things. Hence it must be admitted that the Details should 
he done in connection with the Vessels of the other Savanas also. 

The same reasoning holds regarding the fact of all the accessory 
details of the Cake being common to the Agnishomiya, and to the 
_Agnéya, and the rest. | | 3 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
(‘The Threefolduess of the Rope pertains to all the Animals. | 


Sūtra (31): The Rope also (as well as its accessories) (is 
applicable to all); because of words indicative of this. 

Having mentioned the Tying of the Rope round the Sacrificial 
Post, in connection with the dgnishomtya, the Veda goes on to make the 
declaration--' Having held the Agvina Vessel, and having tied round 
the Post, ete., ete.’ —in connection with the Savaniya ; and inasmuch as 
this latter is a mere repetition of the Tying, without any mention 
of fresh accessories, the two Tyings must be regarded as distinct actions. 
And then, it becomes necessary to have some material for these two 
Tyings. The Rope is the material that is universally known as the 
material to be used for all Tying, whether in the course of a Vedic 
Sacrifice, or in an ordinary Action of the world. And hence we come 
to the conclusion that it is the Rope that should be used in both cases, 
as being the only thing could serve the purpose. 

And then, there arises the question, as to, the material that the 
Rope is to be made of, and also its distinguishing features. 

. And on this question, we have the following :—- 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Fn the Context assumed on the strength of the Position of the 
" Agnishomiya, we find a special declaration to the effect that the 
“ Rope is to be made threefold, out of well beaten grass; and these 
“ peculiarities pertain to the Tying of the Post in connection with the 
" Agnishomiya, and not to that in connection with the Savantya. 
“ And hence, like the other accessories of the Animal, the said details 
“‘ of method, cte., with regard to the making of the Rope pee to the 
S bestane only.” 


| | SIDDHANTA. | 
| To the above we make the following reply: Because of Indi-. 


cations, the said Details must be regarded as applying to all animals. 
' Because a reference to the threefoldness of the? Rope, in the originative 
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Injunction of the Savaniya d troriā yūüpam par iviya savaniyama- 
pākäroti’), could not be possible, unless the details in regard to the 
making of the Rope belonged to both. 

The Author then proceeds to show how those Details become 
connected with the Savaniya also: The sentence above quoted (laying 
down the method of making the Rope) distinctly shows that these 
methods pertain to all Ropes; while it is the mere Position of the 
Agnishomiya, that points to the fact of the methods applying to this 
latter alone ; and there can be no doubt as to the superior authority 
of the Sentence (and hence it must be admitted that the said methods 
belong to all the animals). 

Objection : “ In accordance with what will be shown under Giro 
“i na tadvakyam hi tadarthatvat’ (IfI—vii—4), it must be admitted 
“that the said details of method tend towards the accomplishment 
“of the particular Apirve of the Agnishomi ya only ana as such they 
‘cannot belong to the other animals).”’ 

Reply: It is not-so; as the Rope is not a direct subsidiary of the 
Animal, but that of the Post, as will be shown under Sutra—‘ yiipangam 
va tatsamskarat’ (IV—iv---23) ; and hence the Syntactical Connection. 
would have to be explained in the following manner: ‘The details in 
question belong to that by which the two Tyings would be done’; and 
the way in which the Tying of the Post is done in connection with the 
Agnishomiya, is exactly the same in which it is done in connection 
with the Savaniya; as the Post remains one and the same in both 
cases. Because both these Tyings are recognised as a means to the 
accomplishment of Apirvas ` and they could not be taken as resem- 
bling the Darca-Pirnamasa grass, in connection with the Pindapitr- 
yajna. Thus then, on account of the difference from the Details 
of the said grass, the Details of the Rope should be taken as belonging 
to all the animals. 


ADHIKARANA (11). 
|The Amen and the Adabhya belong to the Sadana, ete. 


Sitra (32): “That. which is laid down at a distance is not 
“related to the other qualifying Accessories ` because of 
“ non- -proximity.” 


In connection with the above, we proceed to consider the question 
of the contradiction and non-contradiction of Syntactical Connection 
and Context. 

[For the Jyotishtoma, we find laid down. at a certain distance 
(ie. in a different context), certain Vessels in the shape of the Amew. 
the Adabhya and the like. And there arises a question, as to whether, 
or not, the qualifying accessories, laid down in connection with the 
Vessels of the Jyotishtoma, should be performed in connection with 
those Vessels. | 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The qualifying accessories of the Vessels must be regarded as 

S pertaining to. those mentioned in the same Context,---notwith- 

‘‘ standing the indications of the Position; and as such, they cannot be 

“regarded as pertaining to those that are not mentioned in the 

“Context (such, for instance, as the Amcu and the Adabhya). Conse- 

quently, the performance of the acts in connection with these Vessels, 
" cannot be related to the qualifications in question.” 


SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra. (33): It is related to these accessories; as they 
are laid down for the sake of the Vessels (of the 
_ Tyotishtoma) ; « and the accessory is always due to 
- those. | 
Inasmuch | as the Context does not serve the purposes of differen- 


tiation, the qualification must be regarded as pertaining to those 
Vessels that,help in the accomplishment of the Transcendental: Result 
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of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such, being dissociated from the Vessels of 
Wine, they become confined to the Context. Consequently, even those 
Vessels,--which, though not mentioned in the same Context of the 
Jyotishioma, are yet found to help in the accomplishment of the said 
Transcendental Result,---come to be connected with the qualifications 
in question, in accordance with the previous reasoning based upon 
Syntactical Connection. And hence the Amcu, the Adabhya, and such 
other Vessels (of the Jyotishtoma, that are not mentioned in its 
Context) must be regarded as connected with the qualifying Accessories 
(laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma-Vessels). 


Sütra (34): (In the case of the Maiträvaruna) the restric- 
tion would be due to Syntactical Connection (which 
is not the case with the case in question). 


In the case of the preparation, etc., in connection with the 
Maitravaruna Vessel, we had the Context indicating the fact of the 
accessories belonging to all the Vessels; and hence it was only right 
that we should have taken them as restricted to that particular Vessel 
only, as indicated by the superior authority of Syntactical Connection. 
In the case in question, on the other hand, we have the Conlex! 
indicating the fact of the details being restricted (to those Vessels alone 
that are mentioned in the Jyotishtoma-Context); while the fact of 
their pertaining to all the Vessels is indicated by Syntactical Connection 
(and hence it is the letter conclusion that is accepted). Consequently, 
the case of the Maitravaruna cannot be cited as sirailar to the one 
under consideration. 


ADHTKARANA (12). 
[The Citrin and other Bricks belong to the Fire.] 


Sūtra (35): The qualifications (of Bricks), as pertain- 
ing to the Sacrificial Fire, would belong to those also 
that are not mentioned in the same Context: just like 
the qualifications just dealt with. 


[In a Context, other than that of the Sacrificial Fire, we find such 
Bricks laid down as the ‘ Citrini,’ the ‘ Vajrint’ and the like; but in 
the Context of the Fire, we find mentioned such qualifications of the 
Bricks, as that ‘they should not be black, they should be entire’ and 
so forth; and there arises the question as to whethor, or not, these 
qualifications belong to those Bricks that are not mentioned in the 
Context of the Fire. The Péirvapaksha being, that-—‘ they do not 
belong to those Bricks, for the simple reason that they are not in close 
proximity to them,’--—the Siddhanta is that, inasmuch as these 
qualifications are laid down as pertaining to the Fire, they must be 
regarded as belonging to those other Bricks also; as these latter are 
as well connected with the Sacrificial Fire, as the Bricks that are 
mentioned in the same Context with it. ] 


196 


ADHIKARANA (13). 
{The Mana, Upavaharana and the rest belong to the Soma only.| 


Siitra (36): The Conditional, not being equal (to the 
Nitya) would not take in all that is laid down in 
connection with the Nitya (obligatory): 


[In connection with the Jyoltshtoma, we find the sentence ` Sa yadi 
Rajanyam va Vaicyam va Yajayél, sa yadi Somam vibhakshayishet. 
nyagrodhastibhirahrtya tah sampishya dadhani unmrjya tamasmai 
bhaksham prayacchinna Somam.’ Then again, in connection with the 
Jyotishtoma, we find certain accessory details with regard to the Soma 
~-such as, its Mana, Upavuharana, Ksaya, Abhishava, and soon. And 
with regard to these, there arises the question, as to whether these 
details belong equally to the Soma, and its substitute, the Phala: 
camasa, laid down in the former sentence, as to be given to the 
Kshatriya sacrifice, or to the Soma only.] 

And on this question, we have the following :— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


" In the last two Adhikaranas, it has been shown that the Details 
“ being due to the particular purpose served, belong to all; and the 
“ Phalacamasa also being a substitute for the Soma as the sacrificial 
“ material, serves the same purpose as the Soma; and hence the 
" Injunction of the details of Soma must be regarded as common 
“ to both (the Soma as well as the Phalacamasa) ; just as the Injunction 
< Vrihan prohshati’ pertains to the Vrehi, as well as to its substitute, 
“the Yava.”. | 


SIDDHANTA. 


It ia only right that the Details of the Vrihi should be done in 
regard to the Yava; because both are equally optional alternatives ; 
_and as such are equally transient in their character. As for the Details 
of the Soma however, they are taken up, as necessary. factors, by the 
‘Transcendental Result of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such, it is absolutely 
necessary that they shvuld rest in’an equally necessary and unchanging 
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Substrate. “And as a matter of fact, it is the Soma, and not the 
Phalacamasa, that is a necessary factor in the Jyolishtoma ; because the 
latter does not appear when the Sacrifice is performed by the Brahmana 
while as for the Soma, it is present in all performances of the Jyotish- 
toma; even in that by the Kshatriya, its substitute, in the shape of 
the Phalacamasa, is brought in simply for being eaten by the Sacrificer, 
and for no other purpose. If the substitution of the Phalacamasa had 
meant the total setting aside of all Soma from the Sacrifice, then. 
inasmuch as the Soma would be absent in the performances by the 
Kshatriya and the Vaicya, it would not be a necessary factor in the 
Jyotishtoma ; and as such it would equal, in that respect also, the above- 
mentioned Phalacamasa. Asa matter of fact, however, we find that 
the Soma is absent only from the Cup of the Sacrificer (in the case 
of a non: Brahmana-Sacrificer) ; and it is present in all the other Cups; 
and hence it must be regarded as a necessary factor in the Jyotishloma; 
consequently the Details can never have an existence apart from 
the Soma (and-thence from the Jyotishtoma). 

Question ` “Tf such be the case, then, how could the accessory 
“ details due to the Soma be applied to the Phalacamasa ?”’ 

Answer: By reason of the latter fulfilling the functions of the 
former. 

Question ` “ Is this reason—the fulfilling of ils functions—some- 
" thing apart from, or included in, Direct Injunction and Implication 3" 

Some people hold it to be something wholly distinct; but, if it 
were so, then it could not be recognised as authoritative ; consequently, 
we must regard it as included in Implication. 

Question: “ How could there be an Implication in regard to the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma itself) (as it is only 
“with regard to the Subsidiary and Modificatory Sacrifices that 

"` generally we have recourse to Implications) 1" 

Answer : It is quite true that we could not have Implications in 
regard to an Original Primary ` but that is the case only when the 
accessories of one action are attributed, by Implication, to another 
Action ; for the simple reason that one and the same Action cannot, 
be itself, be taken as an Original Primary, as well as a Subsidiary 
Modification. In the case in question however, we find that it is the 
Accessory detail of the Substance that is attributed, by Implication ; 
and it. is a perceptible fact that there may be different substances for 
the same Sacrifice (for the sake of the different castes of Sacrifices). 
And. just as a Sacrifice, standing in need of certain accessory details, 
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takes up these latter, from out of those belonging to another action,-~ 
so, in the same manner, it could take up the Substance also. Thus 
then, the Injunction being—‘ One should make the Sacrificial Materia] 
out of the Phalacamasa,’ there arises the question as to how it is to be 
done; and the answer to this is that—‘ it should be done in the same 
way as the Soma ;—this answer presenting itself to our mind, by 
reason of the presence in our mind of the previously-conceived Soma, 
as also on account of similarity; and thus it is that ER Accessory 
Details of the Soma become applied to it. 

Question ` "7 When, in accordance with the Parvapaksha as well as 
“ the Siddhanta the accessory details of the Nema come to be attributed 
‘to the Phalacumasa,—what would be the use of the present Adhi- 
“ karana ?”’ 

Answer : Even though they are so attributed, yet, just as in 
other cases, what is Directly Enjoined finds a place in the performance 
whereby a certain definite result is sought to be obtained by means of 
a particular substance, while what is Implied does not find a place in it, 
so, in the same manner, in the case in question also. Then again, we 
could bring forward the Sūtra ‘ Nivptiavad dravya bhédat’, as showing:; 
the use of the Adhikarana. ‘That. is to say, these accessory details of 
the Soma, that are based upon its Pounding, Measuring, ete., and which 
are known as leading to a distinct result (in the shape of the Apūrva of 
the Jyolishtome, could never accomplish this Result, when inhering in 
the Phalacamase (and not in the Soma). All that the Phalacamasu is 
meant to accomplish, is the mere form of the Sacrifice ; and as such, it 
could take up only such details of the Soma as are calculated to help 
in the fulfilment of that end, and not those that tend to the accom- 
plishment of the Result; and hence, these latter details could not 
apply to the Phalacamasa. B 

The above reasoning also shows that there is to be an Uhu 
(change in the Mantras, in the case of the Phalacamasa) ; that is to say. 
the Context of the Action being the same, inasmuch as there is no 
Injunction with regard to any Substance in general, there could always 
be substitution of the substance actually employed; and as such the 
word ‘ Soma’ is changed into other words (‘ Phalacamasa’ and the like), 
because of the incapability of the word ‘ Soma’ (being used in connection 


with a Sacrifice at which the Substance EES is Phalacamasa, and 
not Nom), 3 


ADHIKABANA (14). 


[The accessory details of the Principal are to be employed in the 
case of the Substitutes also. ] 


Sūtra (81): “ Similar is the ease with the Substitute.” 


{The Veda lays down certain substitutes for sacrificial materials ; 
f.i. the Nivara as a substitute for the Hecht, in case this latter be stolen 
(and no other alternative substance such as the Yava be available); aud 
with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
substitutes are equally related to all the accessories laid down in 
connection with the original substance, or not. | 

And on this question, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


re What has been said in the foregoing Adhtkaruna applies to the 
“ present case also (i.e. Just as the accessorics of the Necessary do not 
belong to the Conditional, so also those of the original substance 
“do not belong to the Substitule).” 


SIDDHANT A. 


Stra (38): It is not so; the Substitute world be like the 
Original, as it serves exactly the same purpose. 


If the Nivara had helped in the Action, by its own inherent: capa- 
bility, then it could be connected with the accessories, only on account 
_ of its fulfilling certain functions of the Original substance (and as such 
it could not be equally related to all the accessories of the original, as 
we have found in the case of the Phalucamasa and the Soma), Asa 
matter of fact however. we have no authority for taking the Navara as 
a direct auxiliary to the Action as the substance that is laid down 
as such an auxiliary is the Vrīhi; and people take up the Nivāra, only 
when no Vii (or its enjoined alternative, Yuva) is available ` and that 
too, because of the presence, in the Nim, of certain properties 
that bolong to the Vrthi, and which properties are what the performer 
is anxious tə get hold of (in the absence of the Sxact Vrihe) ` and it is 
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anly as the inevitable concomitant is substrate) of those properties, 
that he is led to take up the species of corn, called ‘ Névara,’—which 
latter is not taken up as a Direct Auxiliary, to the Sacrifice. The said 
accessory properties of the Vriht are enjoined directly ; and hence the 
Nivara must be regarded as equally related to these; specially as we 
shall show later on that we do not cease to have the idea of ‘ Vrīhi ` 
with regard to the Nivara, under the Sūtra ‘ samanyantaccikirsha hi’ 
(VI—iii—27). Itis with a view to all this that we bave the declaration 
in the Sutra, that the Nivara would be like the original Vrohi. 


Stra (38): Also because of its not being laid down 
by a Seriptural Injunction, 


Some people take the Sūtra to mean that the substitute, not being 
erijoined by the Veda, is brought in, only through its similarity to the 
substance that is enjoined ; and hence too, it cannot be spoken of as 
fulfilling certain functions of the Original. 

But as a matter of fact, the substitute is not altogether devoid of 
scriptural authority ; because it is actually laid down for the supplying 
of the deficiency in the Original substance (caused by theft, etc.). If it 
were wholly devoid of scriptural authority, it could never be taken up ; 
nor would its abandonment cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice (even 
though the Original may have been stolen or otherwise spoilt). 

For these reasons, we must explain the Stira in the following 
manner: Inasmuch as the species ‘ Nevara’ is not laid down in any 
Scriptural Injunction, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions 
of the Vrihi:; while as for the Accessory details of the Vrihz, we find 
that it is impossible for all of these to be brought in their complete- 
ness, a8 laid down by the Injunction of the Principal; and hence only 
a portion of them has been brought in, as resting in the Nivaras, through 
the Injunction of the Vrihi; but this is done simply because there was 


no other purpose to serve, and not because they fulfil the rencuors of 
the Vrshs. , 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


[Even in regard to those Substitutes that are directly laid down, 
the qualifying accessories of the Original should be applied.] 


Sūtra (40): The declaration of the Accessory is meant 
to preclude the bringing in of other substances as 
substitutes. 


[We have the sentence—‘ If Nomu be not available, one should 
pound the Pulika’ ; and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the details laid down in connection with the 
Original Soma, are to be applied to its substitute, Puttka,] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“If by the mere fact of the Nivara not being enjoined by 

“ scriptural texts, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions (of 
“the Vrthi),—then, as regards the Puttka, inasmuch as it is found to 
“be directly enjoined, and as it is not a constant concomitant of the 
“ Sacrifice (being laid down as to be employed only under certain 
“ vonditions),—it must be regarded as fulfilling certain functions of the 
‘Soma, just like the Phalacamasa (and as such, according to 
“ Adhikarana 13, the accessory details of the Soma could not be 
“applied to it).”’ 
= SIDDHANTA. 


If the text had pointed out the Putīka as the means of accomplish- 
ing the Sacrifice, then, we could take it as fulfilling certain functions of 
the Soma; as a matter of fact however, such is not the case. 

That is to say, the text lays down the Puttka as the substance to 
be employed, in case the Soma got for the sacrifice should be stolen or 
spoilt ` and it does not lay it down as actually helping in the per- 
formance of the Sacrifice. Consequently this serves the purpose of 
limitting the choice of substitutes,—the sense being that ‘if all the 
properties of the Soma cannot be obtained, and it be necessary to 

bring In. egen a portion of those, we should call 4n those that are found 
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to exist in the Pultka’; as will be explained later on, under the Stttras 
" Niyamarthah bvacid vidhih’ (VI—iii—16), ‘ Tannityantaccikireha hi’ 
(VI—iti—17). | 

For these reasons, the species of ‘ Pulka’ cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Sacrifice ;—it being brought in simply as the substrate 
of the properties of the Soma. Consequently, even though it is directly 
laid down, its case must he regarded as similar to that dealt with in the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

Consequently the purpose served by this Adhikaurana is the same 
as that by the previous one; hence, inasmuch as the notion of 
Soma is not wholly absent from the said substrate of- its properties 
(i.e. the Puttka), even those who would desire certain results as follow- 
ing from the particular acecssory substance (Soma) could take up (in its 
absence) the Pultka also. 

Others hold as follows: “ The said desire for results is dependant 
"7 upon all ihe individual properties of the particular accessory (Soma) : 
‘and as such people could not take up the Putika, which does not 
‘ contain all those properties. Inasmuch as it is absolutely necessary 
“ to begin the performance of a necessary action,—and as it is equally 
“ necessary to finish what has been begun,—it is quite possible, in the 
“ case of a necessary action, to speak of it as duly completed, even though 
“it may be wanting in certain sinall details. In the case of the 
“ Kamya Action, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is never begun with 
"a substance that is only laid down as a substitute for the original 
“substance, it could not be spoken of as complete, unless all the 
“ properties of the original substance were present. And for this reason, 
“it must be admitted that the Puttka can never be employed hy 
‘ persons desiring certain results to follow from the use of Soma.” 

As a matter of fact, however, when we have begun the performance 
of an action with a certain definite substance calculated to lead to the 
desired result,— if that Substance should become stolen, or otherwise 
destroyed,—we do employ a substitute which is laid down only for 
such contingencies. Thus then, inasmuch as it would be necessary to 
finish the Sacrifice (that has been begun), it would be completed all the 
same, whether the remaining portion of it bedone with a substitute 
or a modification of the Original substance. And the present Adhi- 
karana also serves the purpose of showing whether there is to be an 
Ö ha (modification in the Manira) or not (in cases where we employ 
_the substitute). [That is to say, if the Puttkw were regatded as a 
substance wholly: distinct from Soma, then there would be an Ü ha, — 
while if it were not so regarded, then there could be no Üha.) | 


ADHIKARANA (16). 


e 


[The ‘Accessories of the Dikshaniya, ete., belong to the Agnishtoma.] 


Sūtra (41): ‘The Samsthas (Terminuses of the Jyotish- 
stoma) are all equally related (to the enjoined 

‘6 accessories): as all of them occur in the same 

“Context,” 

The Jyolishioma has been held to consist of four Terminuses, made 
up of several repititions of the many offerings of Vessels and Cups; 
and over all these Terminuses pervades the character of the Jyotish- 
toma. Just as whether he be sitting, or walking or slecping, Devadatta 
all along remains ‘ Dévadalia’; so, in the same manner, the disappear- 
ance of one Terminus, and the appearance of another does not make 
any difference in the applicability of the name ‘ Jyotishtoma.’ As for 
the Terminuses themselves, they are incompatible with one another; 
but the character of the ‘ Jyotishtoma’ is compatible with every one 
of them. This Jyoftishioma has been laid down as to be performed 
for the acquiring of a certain desirable result,--in the sentence—‘ one 
should perform the Jyotishtome Sacrifice for the acquiring of Heaven.’ 
Similarly, the Terminuses, the Ukthya and the rest, also are laid down 
with reference to distinet results,—in such scntences as ‘ one desiring 
cattle should get hold of the Ukihya,’ and so forth. 

With reference to such a Jyotishtoma, the Veda lays down such 
accessory. details as the Dikshaniyad and the rest. And with regard to 
these details, there arises the question as to whether these have been 
laid down with reference to the Jyofishicma as constituted by all the 
Terminuses, or only to that consisting of the Agnishtoma Terminus only. 

| “This propounding of the question is not quite proper. Because 
“at the time that the Details are laid down with reference to the 
" Jyotishtoma, it ig not spoken of as qualified by any of the Termi-. 
j nuses. ‘Even if some such qualifications were mentioned, no signifi- l 
“cance ‘could be attached to thom, as they would be qualifications of the 
" subject. ofa proposition (i.e. that with reference to which something 
WC? laid down). Nor could the fact of the Términuses,. the Ukthya 
“and the rest, taking ga an accessory pasty $ our speaking of the 
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« Jyotishtoma itself taking up that accessory. Because these Termi. 
“ nuses also lead to distinct results of their own, and as such every one ` 
(e of them would have its own procedure wholly to itself; and as forthe 
"mz Jyotishtoma, it could only serve as the substrate of all these, and as 
“ guech would occtipy only a secondary position ` and as such it could 
‘not be recognised as capable of taking up any accessories. Then 
“ again, inasmuch as the sentences—‘ one should ‘perform the Jyotish- 
“ toma, for the acquiring of Heaven’ points to the fact of all the details 
“of the Jyotishtoma being equally related to all the Terminuses, any 
. der of the ‘ Agntshioma only’ would be absolutely meaning- 
“ less.” 

In view of these arguments, we must put forward the question in 
the following words : Are the Details laid down meant for the Jyolish- 
toma only, or for the Ukthya and other Terminuses also? The Bhashyu 
also may be thus explained as really patting forward the question in 
this same form. 

Though the Details are taken up by the Terminuses, yet inasmuch 
as these themselves have not the character of action, it is the Jyotish- 
toma which, serving as their substrate, becomes the means by which. 
they take up the details; and it is with a view to this fact that the 
Bhashya says ` ‘ Kim sarvasamstham Jyotishiomam prakrtya ';—-the sense 
of the question being whether the Details are laid down with reference 
to that which serves as the means and leads to a desirable result (i.e. 
the Jyotishtoma), or to that which simply leads to a desirable result 
(i.e, the Terminus), When the details are laid down for the Jyotish- 
toma only, then it comes to belong to ita particular terminus of the 
Agnishtoma, which is the one Terminus peculiar to it, and which is the 
only one of the Terminuses that remains behind; and it is for this 
reason that the name ‘Jyotishtoma’ is applied to that Sacrifice as 
resting in the Agnishtoma Terminus. In the case of the Ukthya and 
the other Terminuses, though they have the capability of taking up 
the Jyolishioma, yet this capability is not clearly indicated, as to 
whether the Details taken up by the Ukihya, etc., belong to, the Jyo- 
tishtoma, through the fact of this latter serving as the means of the 
former, or only through its own capability of bringing about the desired 
result. As for the Agnishtoma Terminus, however, it is the one par- 
ticular subsidiary that specially belongs to the Jyotishtoma ; and hence 
the fact of the Agnishtoma taking up the Details can be spoken of as 
the Jyotishioma itself taking them. Consequently the putting forward 
of the question in the Rhashya cannot be said to be altogether improper. 

- Inasmuch as the fact of the Accessory belonging in common to all 
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the Jerminuses is admitted by both parties,—the Purvapakshi holding 
them to belong, by Direct Injunction, while the Siddhanti holds that 
they belong, by Implication, to the Ukthya, ete., while to the Agnish= 
toma alone they belong by Direct Injunction, =the question speaks 
of ‘ Direct Injunction’ (as the difference of opinion is with regard to 
this alone). 

On the question above stated, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Details are laid down as belonging, in common, to the 
“ Jyotishtoma and to the Terminuses; because all of them belong to 
“the same Context. The Jyolishioma leading to a distinct desirable 
“ result, there arises. with regard to this, a desire to know its procedure ; 
“and hence it takes up, in its procedure, the Details, on account of 
“ their being laid down in close proximity to it,—and not because of 
“ the fact of its being Jyotishtoma. And inasmuch as this proximity 
“is found to apply equally to the case of the Terminuses also, they 
“must be regarded as equally related to the Details in question. 
“ And as it is only when there is no trace of Direct Injunction that 
“we have recourse to Implication, we must regard these Details as 
‘applying to all the Terminuses by Direct Injunction. 


Sutra (42): re Also because all of them are spoken of 
“as equal.” 


“I. The Vedic text, laying down the Disposal of the Remnant of 
` Butter, distinctly indicates the fact of all Terminuseos and the 
“Sacrifice (Jyotishtoma) as equally related to the Context. For 
“instance, we have such sentences as—* Yadyagnishtomo juholt; 
“ yadi Ukthyah, ténaiva céshéna paridhimanakti ` yadi Atiratrah, čtadēva 
` Homayajuryamagné prisu martyam ili japan havirdhanam pratipa- 
` dyeta,’ AU these specifications with regard to the said Disposal 

“ distinctly shows that all Injunctions of accessories pertain equally to 
“ the Jyotishtoma and its Terminuses.”’ 

“This however looks like an Inference from Analogy, and as such 

“hot quite admissible. Tf, through Syntactical Connection, something 
“laid down in the Context (of the Jyotishtoma), be taken as related 
to the. Terminuses,—then, can there be a connection with a relation- - 
“ship that is wholl y unconnected? We have seen, on a former — 
` occasion that the mere fact of the Drādaçaha being related to the 

“ Ahina did not lead us to take the details in connection with the 
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ee “ Remnants, as oe (being Saberi o the Ahna: specially 
‘as the force of all declarations: is spent up over what is directly 
‘“expressed by the words. 
“ Hence, we have recourse to the following eet Tf that, 
“ which is laid down in regard to the Jyotishtoma in general, belonged 
S i its one particular Terminus of the Agnishtoma only,—then in that 
“case, the Disposals laid down would have been recognised as subsi- 
a to the Agnishtoma, even if this latter were not mentioned 
“ specially. As a matter of fact however, we find this also mentioned 
“(just in the same way as the other Terminuses); and this leads us to 
‘the conclusion that the accessories (such as the Disposals spoken of. 
‘are not laid down with specific reference to the Agnishtoma only) 
‘And this (specific mention) would not be possible, if the Context 
“ belonged equally to all the Terminuses. If however, the Context be 
“ taken as belonging to the Jyotishioma only, then there would be no 
“sense in the re-mention (of the Agnishtoma, in the sentence laying 
“down the Disposals) [as ‘ Jyotishtoma’ has been spoken of as synony- 
“mous with ‘ Agnishtoma’|. While if the Context belonged, in com- 
“mon, to the Ukthya and the other Terminuses,—then it would be 
“only right to speak of the Disposal with regard to each of them, 
“ with a conditional ‘if’; on the other hand, if the Context did not 
“ belong to these Yerminuses, then, even without the word ‘iy’, the 
“relationship of every one of them (with the particular Geer 
“would be readily recognisable; just as in the case of the sentence 
“ Dvadagahinasya’. With regard to details laid down in the Context 
‘of the Jyotishtoma, we could not have such conditional declarations 
“as that ‘yadi Jyotishtomak, etc.’; As such conditional declarations 
“are possible only when there are several things available at hand 
“ (equally connectible with the Details in question). For this reason 
“also, we must regard the Context as belonging equally to all the 
" Terminuses, 
“II. There is yet another sentence indicative of the same donela: 
‘sion: ‘ Agnés yamajamagnishtoma alabhéta, ER dviit- 
“yam, Aindram Vrishnim shodacini tpliyam.’ This mention of the 
second’ and ‘ third’ is explicable only when all the. Terminuses are 
“ equally related to all the enjoined ‘accessories, as it is only in that 
: “case, that all the details directly spoken of in the previous part of 
"7 sontext would be connected. with all the Terminuses: mentioned. in 
| d ‘ the latter part ; otherwise if the ‘Terminuses were regarded. as second- 
| 4. ary. modifications, then, inasmuch as there would be only one such 
Le detail (the Aindritgna f.i.) laid down in connection with one Termitn us 
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Ge HE i.. e ` the Ukeihya), it would bar the applicability, to the same 
+ ‘Terminus, of all the other details, the Agnéya Li ` and hence there 
o would be only one such Detail with each Terminus. (While, in 
«pocordance with the sentence just quoted, we should have the 
d Agnéya goat only at the Agnishtoma, the Aynéya as well as the 
« Aindragna goat, as the second, at the Ukthya, and these two, together 
« with the Aindra Vrishni as the third, at the Shodaci). 

“ Objection : ‘ Even though these Details (of the goat) are directly 
e mentioned (in connection with all the Terminuses), yet, inasmuch as 
«one Terminus could not be present in the other, the Detail laid 
“down in connection with the previous Terminus could not enter into 
“the other. Because what is called ‘Agnishioma’ is that sacrifice which 
‘ends with the Agnishtoma-Hymn, and not that which merely contains 
“that Hymn; and similarly that which ends with the Ukthya Hymn 
‘gould never be finished at the previous Terminus ` and hence, in that 
“ease, we could not justify the use of the words ‘second ’ and ‘ third,’ 
‘in accordance with any theory (either the Purvapaksha or the 
“ Siddhanta). 

“ Reply: True, it would have been equally inexplicable for both 
“ of us if the Goats had been specialised by the Terminuses only. Asa 
“matter of fact however, they are based upon the presence of parti- 
“cular Hymns; and as such it is quite possible for the details to be 
“taken together. It is this what the Bhashya declares as a wel!-estab- 
“ lished fact, in the sentence ‘ Dvé hi taira nimitte, Aqnishlomastotram 
" Ukthyastotranca’ . 

"7 Question ` ‘When all the words: Agnishioma, Ukthya and Shodagt, 
“are equally spoken of as applying to the Terminuses as well as to the 
“ Hymnus,—how is it that you hold the particular gouts to be prompted 
“by the Hymns, and not by the Terminuses ? Asa matter of fact, we 
“find that it is the Terminuses that, as serving the useful purpose of 
“bringing about distinct results, are more readily capable of being 
“ taken as the prompting causes of the goats.’ 

“eTo this question, some people make the following reply: 
“(1) Even though the words are common (to the Hymn as well as 
‘to. the Terminus), yet, it is with a view to a more extensive scope of- 
“ the scriptural text, that we take them as specified by the Hymns. 

=: zx D. Op, the words are applicable to the Terminuses as qualified 
" by the: particular Hymns; and hence so long as we can. take the 

“animals as -prompted hy the previously-cognized quelifications 
RS (Hymns), ee cannot SES take it to be dae to the subsequently. | 

“eognized Terminus. l 
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“‘ (3) Or, in accordance with the Äkriyadhikurana (I—iii—30 et. seq.), 
“the words denote the Hymns directly, while the Terminuses, they only 
“indicate indirectly ; and it is only when the acceptance of the directly 
“ denoted is incompatible, that we can have recourse to what is indirect- 
‘“ ly indicated. And the Hymn also can be taken, through the presence 
‘of the Locative affix (in the sentence ‘agnishtomé alabhéta’), as the 
“prompting cause. Even though the Hymns may not bring about 
" distinct results, yet, on the sole strength of Direct Declaration, we 
“ could, quite reasonably, accept them as prompting causes,~— just as 
"im the case of the ‘breaking’ (in the sentence ‘ bhinné juhotr’). 

“(4) Or, lastly, we accept the Hymns as the prompting cause, in 
‘accordance with the Sutra ‘sandigdhéshu cakyucéshat’ (I—iv—-29): Even 
“though the Terminuses from the Principal Denotation (of the words 
“< Agnishtoma,’ etc.), yet we accept the Hymns as the prompting 
“cause, through indirect interpretation, based upon the Vakyacesha 
“ (ie. subsequent sentences bearing upon the subject). That is to say. 
‘*jn continuation of the sentence, ‘adgnéyamajamagnishtoma alabhéta’ we 
“find the words ‘ Agnéyo hyaginshtamah’; and the meaning of this is 
“ that the Agnéya goat is to be employed at that Agnishtoma which is 
" Agnéya (that which belongs to the Deity of Agni); and then we find that 
“it is the Hymn, and not the Terminus, which belongs to the Deity o 
"7 Agni, which is the Deity to whom the Hymn is addressed. As for the 
‘* Terminus, it consists of the cessalion of operations ` and as such it isa 
‘ negative entity ` consequently it could not be required by the Deity. 
“ Then again, as for the Deities appearing in connection with the various 
“ repititions of the Sacrifices, those also pertain to the Hymn, and not to 
‘‘the Terminus. Nor could the Repitition itself be taken as the 
“< Terminus’; because what is signified by the root ‘ san + stha’ is the 

‘slate of indifference that follows after the completion of an Action. 
" Nor could one thing (the Terminus) be spoken of as connected with 
"(he Deity of another (the Hymn). ` 

“ The same may be said with regard to the U kihya and the Shkoduçr. 
“In fact by certain sentences, such as ‘ Aindragnani Ukthyant’ it is 
‘clear that these refer to Hymns, and not to the Terminuses, because 
‘ these latter are never spoken of as ‘ Ukthyant .’ | 

“Thus then the specification of the Goats being due to the 
de Hymns, it is only right that they should be employed together. 

Objection: ‘Even if we regard the Ukthya, ete., as mere second: 
‘ary modifications, inasmuch as the sacrifices ot the animals (the 
A ee goal, etc. ) lead to invisible (tr anscendental results), they could 
.“ never be performed i in the place of one another ; and. hente it would 
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e be only natural for all the animals to be employed together. Because, 
«if is not necessary that a Direct Declaration should always set aside 
‘that Declaration whose existence can only be a matter of Inference ; 
= gs a matter of fact, there can be such a rejection only when there is a 
‘contradiction between these, and a contradiction is possible only 
“ when (both the Declarations, Direct and Inferential) pertain to one and 
‘the same subject. That is to say, if the mere fact of one Declaration 
* being directly mentioned in the Veda were the sole reason for the 
“getting aside of all other declarations bearing upon the question, there 
“= would be nothing that would not be set aside,—no matter whether it 
“ pertain to the same Sacrifice or to others, whether it bring about 
“ visible or invisible results, and whether it occur in the same process 
‘or not. And certainly this is very far from desirable; and hence 
" the joint employment: of all the goats is quite compatible with both 
" theories—-as will be explained under the Naira‘ Prakriilingdsamyogat’ 
“ (X-—iv—1), as also under the Sūtra ‘ Prajapatyeshucamnanat’ (X— 
“ iv—6), where it will be shown that those that are not incompatible with 
‘one another can be taken conjointly.’ 

“To the above, the following reply is made: We have, in the 
“name ‘ Savaniya, a word indicating the connection of these with 
“the Original Primary, all these (several Goats) being spoken of by 
“means of the word ‘ Savantya.’ And hence, through this common 
“ Name, all of them come to be regarded as performing the same 
‘function. And as such there is a distinct contradiction, which tends 
`“ to one being set aside by the other. 

“ Objection : ‘ If such be the case, then, even in a case where certain 
“things are equally related to a number of enjoined details, there 
“would be a possibility of the setting aside of the General by the 
“ Particular because the Animals spoken of first, being recognised as 
‘having a more extensive scope, come to be taken as general, while those 
“spoken of later on, being more limited in their scope, are taken as 
“ particular ; and certainly the general, which is more extensive in its 
“scope, is always set aside by the Particular, whose scope is limited.’ 

"Do this some people make the following reply : It is only the last 
“of all which, having no scope at all and thus being the most particular 
“of all, would set aside all the rest ; and the middle one could not have 
“any such rejective potency. Because oven though their scopes may 
“ vary; their authority and means of cognition remains the same. For 
‘instance, the Agnéya goat, being employed at the four Terminuses, 
“is ‘common’ (or general); and so is the Mindragra also, which 
“belongs to three Terminuses. And the effort necessary for getting 
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"at the former i is just the same as that for getting at thie latter. Ax 
“ før the Bue (the last. of the animals mentioned), however, it does not 

` matter even if it be due wholly Lo Ehe Terminus itself; because there 

‘is no other Terminus of. the Jyolishtoma beyond. that {at which the 
“Ewe is employed) ; and as such, there could be no gek of this 
“last one. Ze 

“ This explanation however is scarcely admissible. For even 
“ though there be no rejection, yet it could be taken only as an option- 
“al alternative ; because we do not find any case where two things, 
‘serving exactly the same purpose, are both employed at one and the 
“same time (according to the law ` J'ulyarthanam vikalpak). And thus 
“ you have a most undesirable Noose, as it were, on each side of yourself. 
“ That is to say, if, for the sake of their being taken together, you admit 
“of even the slightest difference in their functions, then this conjoint 
“appearance would be quite possible, even in accordance with the 
“ theory that the Terminuses are mere modifications of the Jyotishtoma: 
“ and then, if, for the sake of showing that in this latter case, there is 
“ a rejection of the one by the other, you admit the functions of the 
“two to be exactly the same, then, even in accordance with the 
“theory that all the Terminuses are equally related to the enjoined 
“ details, there could be no conjoint employment at all; just as in the 
“ oase of the Vrihi and the Yava; nor would the declaration of conjoint- 
‘employment support the Pirvapaksha only; the Siddhantt also 
“ will speak of it-—in Sara 45,--only on the strength of an Indica- 
“tive Force, which he puts forward as Direct eae simply 
“ because there is no other way for it. 

“* Hence, it becomes absolutely necessary for us to indicate some 
“guch point of difference as would show the Pérvapaksha, and 
“ not the Siddhania theory to be supported by the said ‘ Declaration.’ 
"And this point of difference is as follows: In accordance with the 
“ Paroapakeha, al] the Animals would be equally present in all the 

“subsidiaries; and the mere name (‘Savaniya’) could not preclude 
“ them, as they would have been brought in by reason of. that. fact. 
“That is to say, all the Animals would be liable to be employed at all 
“ the Terminuses ; and hence, the absence, in the previous Terminuses, 
“of the Animals mentioned subsequently, would be dye to the simple 
“fact of there being no cause for their presence at: these ` but the 
“ previously mentioned Animals would certainly be employed’ at the 
subsequently mentioned. ‘Terminuses ; as there would bea direct cause 
"bo this; -specially as this is. distinctly. indicated by. Syntactiosl Con- 
e “nection... “And then, the question being as to-=( ly whether we should 
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— take all of them. to be syntactically connected, by the name (‘savaniya’) 
“and then take them either as setting aside one another, or as optional 
~ alternatives, or (2) in view of the fact of all of them being employed 
“ gonjointly, as indicated by Syntactical Connection, we should take 
‘every one of them as serving distinct functions.--we cannot but 
e conclude, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, that they should 
“be all employed together. Just ay, in the case of the ’raydjas and 
“the Anuy@jas, even though they have a single name, yet, on the 
“ strength of Syntactical Connection, they are taken as having distinct 
ʻ functions, and as such, to be employed cunjointly. 

“In accordance with the Siddhania theory, on the other hand, 
“they would have to be taken as having the same function, in accord- 
“ance with the indication of their common Vase; while by Implica- 
“ tion, they would have distinct functions, and as such they would be 
‘employed conjointly ; but, inasmuch as the Name, forming part of 
“the Direct Injunction, would be endowed with superior authority, 
“it would be necessary for us to take all of them as serving the same 
“function ; and then, there being a contradiction amongst them, they 
“ would set aside one another. Asa matter of fact, every modification 
“ (as the Siddhanti regards the ‘Terminuses to be) stands in need of some 
“ words indicative of its Original Primary ; and hence the animals could 
‘‘be taken as serving the functions of one another. Tn the case of the 
‘* Purvapaksha however, every one of them being equally related to the 
“Injunction, there can be no presence of words indicative of any 
“ Original Primary ` and hence, in this case, there is nothing that could 
“ lead us to take the Animals as serving the functions of one another. 

‘Some people explain the point of difference between the two 
“ theories, in the following manner ` In accordance with the Purvapak- 
‘t sha, we regard the actions to be distinct, on account of their being 
“related to such Deities and Substances as are independent of one 
“ another; while in accordance with the Siddhania, what is done by the 
“ sentences is merely the laying down of certain accessories, with 
“reference to the sacrifice pointed out by Implication ; and hence there 
“ would be only one sacrifice, and no second, or third. | 

“ But, though this Injunction of Accessories may be possible, in 
‘the case of the Aindragna Animal, yet, it could not be possible in the 
“case of the Aindra Sarasvati ; ax the Injunction of several Substances 
“and Deities would involve a syntactical split ; and hence in this case, 
“ the Actions could not but be regarded as distinct.” _ | 
-For this reason, we offer the following explanation: The 
"` question being as to++(1) whether the d istinet action laid down should 
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“be gade as leading to a distinct Apart, or (2) only as helping ; in 
“ the accomplishment of the Apirva of the original Suvaniya Sacrifice,- 
“we are led to the conclusion that, inasmuch as the only use of the 
“ Action possible is that with reference to the previously -ascertained 
“ Apūrva, it is not proper to assume another Aptrva, and then to take 
“the Action as bringing about this latter. Similarly, in the case of 
“ the Apūrva of the Suraniya, the liability of whose performance is shown 
“by Implication,—-at the time that it would be seeking for the means to 
“ its accomplishment, it could not abandon the directly-enjoined Sava- 
“niya, and take to an altogether different Suvantya ; as in all cases, 
“a new factor is admissible, only when the original is found to be 
“ absolutely inadmissible. As for the operation contained in the 
‘* Sacrifice, it has its relationship definitely ascertained by means of the 
“ Original Apūrva; and as such, it cannot be taken as related to anv 
? other A pirva. | 
“Question: ‘How could the other Savaniya, not having its 
‘potency definitely ascertained, help in the accomplishment of the 
“Original Apūrva ?’ 
‘ Answer: Exactly in the same manner as in the case of the 
‘* Pūrvapaksha, the other Apūrva leads to the operation of the Sacrifice. 
“ Question: ‘What then would be the difference between the two 
“ theories ?’ l | | 
“Answer: When the Sacrificial Operation stands in need of 
“ Aptrvas, then, in that case, the Apirva of the Modificatory Savaniya 
“is not duly recognised; and hence the said operation could fall 
“in with this Aptrva. When, however, it is the Apūrva that stands 
“in need of the Action (Sacrificial Operation), then, inasmuch as we 
` obtain the idea of a distinct Action, connected with the word ‘ Sava- 
"wua", which is indicative of the Original Primary,—it rejects the 
“ Original Action. As regards the Original Sacrifice, there are opportun- 
“ities, in it, for assuming distinct Apūrvas ; and hence we assume four 
gw . diatinot Apiirvas as following in the wake of the four Savansyas that 
‘are laid down. And among these it is not distinguishable,. which of 
“ them is assumed before the other, and which, for this reason, could 
be related to another means (Action).. Specially as, at the time that 
we are looking into the Actions, what we are cognisant of are the 
‘mere forms of the Actions themselves; and simultaneously with 
o i these comes. the assumption of (be corresponding Apirvas; and 
thus also no differentiation is possible. . In the case of the Siddhania 
g ‘however, it ia- disténotly recognised that-it. is. the Original Apūrva 
“that isthe first to be assumed ; and hence it being absolutely. neces- 
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= sary to abandon some one of the Actions, it is the Original Action 
n that is found capable of being abandoned; and hence, in this caso, 
“we would have the rejection of this Original Action. 

“Objection: ‘In accordance with the Siddhanta also, we find that 
“the subsequent Terminuses are mere modifications of the dgnishtoma 
“Terminus,—and not that they are modifications of one another ; and 
“as such it is only the Aygnéya goat (connected with the Aqnishtoma) 
“that would be set aside by the others; and hence, in regard to all 
‘of them, what should have been asserted is that—no sevond could be 
“ perceived ; and hence, wherefore should it have been declared that 
“no third is percepiible.?’ 

“ Reply: This objection does not affect the case ; because if what 
“ the Bhashya meant to declare were the non-perception of mutual rejeciion, 
‘ in the case of the Aindragna and other Animals, laid down with 
“ regard to other Actions,—then such a declaration would be wholly 
“ groundless (as there is no rejection of the subsequently mentioned ani- 
“ mals). As a matter of fact, however, it speaks of a mere ‘non- 
“ perception’; and this is quite applicable to all the three animals, 
“as the first, the Agnéya, is actually rejected, while as for the 
“ middle ones (The Atndragna and the Aindra Vrishnt), there is no 
“ possibility. of the presence of these (and so there would ke non- 
“perception of all the three). And thus too, the Agneya would 
“be rejected ; and this is what is meant by the declaration—‘napirvah 
“ pūrvah paréna, etc.’ 

vi For these reasons, it must be admitted that all the Terminus- 
“ eg are equally related to the enjoined Accessory Details.” 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sūtra (43): The Lerminuses are mere modifications 
= (ofthe Jyotishtoma); because, being spoken of im 
connection with distinct desirable results, they are 

equal to the Nitya, 
~The Ukthya and the other Samsthas, being so many particular 

Terminuses, being laid down as leading to distinct desirable results, 

stand in need of a substrate with an end; and as such they enter 

‘into. the Original Jyotishtoma, by modifying its inherent Terminus 

of the Agnishtoma ; and it is for this reason that they are spoken of as 

its * Modifications.’ | 
` -Objection : “ It as it is only when the Ukthya, ete., Ges become 

SO endowed with the character of Terminuses, that they: stands in need of | 

ae something with an end. Asa matter of fact, we find: that, they have 
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‘‘no such character of ‘Terminus,’ before they have been connected 
“ with the Jyotishioma ` as the word ‘Terminus’ stands in need of a 
“ beginning and a middle. Then, if that Connection with the “ Jyotish- 
“toma be the first to be established, then, in that case, they would, 
“ from the very beginning, come to be recognised as being subordinate 
“to the Sacrifice; and as such they would have no connection with 
‘any result desired by man; and as this would constitute an equality 
“ with the Nitya (‘ sa nityasya samatvat’) they would cease to be known 
“as ‘modifications.’ Then again, the Holding, etc. (of the Vessels), 
“ being distinctly laid down with reference to a distinct Result, how 
‘could we recognise any connection between the Terminuses and a 
“desirable Result ? ” 

I. To this some people make the following reply: Even if there 
be a connection of the Holding, etc., with the Result, the present 
Adhtkarana would be quite explicable eu reasonable ; as the question. 
in that case, would be as to the Injunction of Details being for the 
sake of the Jyolishtoma or for that of the Holding, etc. And as 
for the word ‘Terminus’ (‘Samstha’), inasmuch as these Holdings, 
etc , are laid down ot the end, they have a distinct relationship with an 
end; and as such, the name ‘ Samsthā ’ (Terminus ’) can very well apply 
tothem. That is to say, we have the Injunction of these, in the passage 
‘ One desiring Cattle should hold the Ukthya; one who desires power 
and virility should hymn by means of the Shodagi, te", ete., wherein 
we find one action (Hymning f.i.) laid down as appearing at the end of 
the previous Action (the Holding); and as such these Actions come 
to be spoken of as other ‘ Terminuses.’ 

IJ. Other people offer the following explanation : In the case in 
question, the Holding, etc., are such as are already known to be perform- 
able, as subsidiaries to the Hind leading to a distinct desirable result ; 
and hence, the sentence quoted being only meant to be an Injunction 
of the relationship between the particular means and consequences, 
the Holding, etc., are mentioned, merely by way of reference, just like 
the actions of ' D ` and ‘dlabhatt.’ Because when the Injunctive 
potency of the Affix (in ‘ grhniyat’) has been transferred (to the 
Name), the root is used simply for the sake of that affix (being 
used); and hence the Result would follow from (and belong to) the 

i Name „—~—just as in the case of the ‘ Desire for sense efficiency.’ 

i Objection : ` In the sentence, ` ukthyan grhnīyāt’ on. account of 
"7 the distinct expression of Ehe co-extensiveness (of the Name © Ukthya ` 
+ with the aation of Holding, ete 1 the Name would belong to these 
re Holdings, ete:, sonly.” A A n oa on 
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_ Reply ` It is not so ; it is the Hnd itself, which, through its connec- 
tion with the Ukthya Hymn, is called “ Ukthya 77 and. this is applied, 
figuratively, to the Holding, which is connected with that End. And 
so long as a word can be taken in its direct sense, we cannot take in 
it in any secondary or figurative sense. And asa matter of fact, we find 
that the words ‘ Ukthya, etc., are always used as co-extensive with 
the word ‘ Yajña’ (Sacrifice),--e.g. (1) ‘Ukthyéna yayéta’ ‘ Ukthyo 
yajñak’ ; (2) ` Shodagina yajate’ ` shodact yajtah’: and as there is 
no such sacrifice as the Shodaci, the use of this name in the last 
sentence is based upon the fact of its denoting the End (or Terminus), 
which is not altogether distinct from the sacrifice itself, and not upon 
that of its denoting either the Holding or the Hymn. Then again, 
the Masculine gender of ‘ Shodagi could be explicable, only if it 
denoted the Terminus (` samapt:’); as it is only a word in the Neuter 
gender that could denote the Hymn (Stotra). As for the Masculine 
vender that we sometimes tind used in connection with the Hymn,— 
e.g., ‘ Hkavimeah shadaçi ’—that should be regarded as a figurative use. 
Consequently, inasmuch as. in the case in question, we find the word 
: shodaçi’ (in the Masculine gender), in the subsequent portion of the 
sentence, we conclude that it denotes the Terminus. (3) Then again, 
we have the sentence—‘ Alirdtrénu prajakamam,'—where the word 
‘ Atiratra’ is found to be distinctly denotative of the Terminus. 
Because there is no other action mentioned in this; as for the root 
‘yajs’ (to sacritice), that too is used only an subservient to the 
signification of the Causative affix; and it would involve a deal of 
trouble to take it as the predominant factor. Consequently the 
sentence cannot but be taken as pointing out the connection of the 
particular Result (obtaining of offspring) with that Terminus which is 
reached after the night is over. If the Result were connected with the 
Holding and the Hymn, then, inasmuch as they are independent 
‘actions in themselves, they would not stand in need of any other 
action; and henco they would have to be performed independently 
by themselves. And in that case we could not find any use for their 
~ mention in the particular Context; nor could we find any explanation 
for the use of the words ` (7kthya,’ etc. For this reason also it is the 
_'Terminuses that lead to the particular results. 

-< Question: © How could there be a Terminus, before its connec- 

‘tion with the Sacrifice ? ” 

1, In answer to this, some people quote the Smriti text-— There are 
seven Terminuses of the Soma, (1) the Agnishipmu, (2) the Atyagnish- 
tona; (3) the U ‘kthya, (4) the Shodaçi, (5) the Atiratra, (6) the Vajapéya, 


1582 TANTRÄ-VÄRTIKA. ADH. PADA KÉ —ADHI, Gë, 


and (7) the Aptoryama,’ which distinctly shows that T word 
‘ Samstha’ signifies the Terminus of all Soma offerings ` ; and as such ių 
excludes all other Sacrifices, save the Soma sacrifice, and there too, 
through Context, it comes to rest in the Jyotishtoma. 

II. Others, however, offer the following reply : In the course of 
a certain particular Repitition of the Jyotishtoma, we come across 
another Terminus, which, as soon as it appears, comes to be known 
by the names of ‘ Ukthya, etc., and becomes connected with certain 
definite results, And through the superior authority of Direct Declara- 
tion (which connects the Terminus with distinct desirable results), 
we reject the fact of these being subservient to the Sacrifice, which is 
indicated by the Context. As for the relationship of the Container 
and the Contained (subsisting beween the Terminuses and the Jyotish- 
toma Sacrifice). that is accepted, on account of its being quite compat- 
able with the aforesaid Direct Declaration. 

III. With regard to the present question, there is yet another 
theory ; it is as follows: At the very outset, a certain action, spoken 
of by the words ‘ Ukthya,’ etec., becomes connected with a certain 
desirable result (by means of the sentence ‘ Pacukama Ukthyam 
grhniyat’). And then, on seeking after this particular action, we come 
to recognise, through another Direct Declaration, a particular Terminus 
of the Jyotishtoma as that Action 

IV. Or, the Ukthya is a particular Repitition of the Jyotishtoma 
itself ; and, through another Declaration, it enters at the close of the 
Jyotsshioma ` and as such, comes to be laid down with reference to a 
particular desirable result ; and then it comes to be called ‘ Samstha ` 
(‘Terminus’), by reason of the fact of the Sacrifice being completed 
in, or by, that particular Action. 

V. Others hold that ‘Samstha’ (‘ gees 1 is the name of 
that cessation of action which follows after the last Repetition of the 
Jyotishtoma Sacrifice; and inasmuch as that céssation has not the 
nature of an action, it could not be the means of bringing about 
a desired result; and hence the sentence laying down the Samstha 
must be taken as enjoining the sacrifice characterised. by the EE 
of that cessation. go 

VI. There is yet another explanation offered br some; iti is. this: 
Inasmuch as there is nothing too much for Direct: Declaration, there 
could be no incongruity in. the fact of a negative ett (the cessation 
of aétion) being laid down.as the means of leading to a definite result. 
In fact, we do often find such. declarations’ as that" the.not- -doing 
of the enjoined, as. well as the doing of the prohibited até. which 
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dintinotly speaks of a negation, the not-doing, as causing sinfulness. 
Or, we can regard the cessation from action as involving a ‘positive 
mental action, in the shape of a determination to remain inactive ` and 
thus there can be no such incongruity as urged above. 

- Then, as to how a definite result follows from an accessor y detail, 
and how the Nitya action is modified by the Accessory calculated to 
bring about a definite result,—we should refer to the ‘Indriya kamé- 
dhikarana ’ (11—ii—25, etc.) and the ‘Goduhanddhikarana’ (111—vi—10). 
This is what is meant by the Bhashya-declarution—* In such cages w 
find results following from the Accessories.’ In fact, the Vedic declara- 
tion also that we have is that ‘ one desiring Cattle SE get hold of 
the Ukthya,’ and not ‘ one who desires the Jyoltshtoma ` ‘the holding 
of the Ukthya.’ And this distinctly shows that the U SE (as bring- 
ing about a definite desirable result) cannot be regarded as subservient, 
to the Sacrifice. Because, if it were subservient to a Sacrifice, then, 
even without the word ‘Kama’ (‘desiring’), the Ukthya would be 
recognised as something that should be done, for the simple reason of 
its helping in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. If what is meant 
to be done is the mere getting hold of the Ukthya, then it would be 
implied by the very nature of things that the Injunction is meant for 
one who desires the holding of the Ukthya;—that is to say, for one 
who would be seeking for the due bringing about of the mere holding 
of the Ukthya. But both these contingencies are avoided by the addi- 
tion of the word ‘ kama.’ 

Thus then, being meant to bring about definite desirable results, 
the Ukthya and the other Terminuses must be regarded as modifications 
(of the Jyotishioma) ;—in accordance with the Law relating to the 
Milking. Vessel (III—vi—10). And when we come to consider the 
question as to the process by which they should be performed, we find 
the process of the Jyotishtoma pointed out. by Implication, as that to 
be adopted in these cases. 

‘Question: “In what way is the process of the Jyotishtoma 
“ taken up by the Terminuses ? (1) If it is by Proximity, then all of them 
“ will have to be regarded as equally connected with the enjoined 
“ details (and this would not be acceptable for the Siddhanti). Nor is 
e ‘mere Proximity enough reason for the Implication (of the presence of 
‘the accessories of the original sacrifice at its Modifications); as such 
is ‘Implication will be shown later on to be due to Similarity. -(2) If it 
"be by reason of their serving the functions of the Joytishtoma,—then, 
‘all that we'can say is that the causal efficiency ofthis fact has been. 
e ‘already act. aaide, ` Nor are the Dikshaniya, etc., details belonging to. 
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“the Terminuses; aud hence they could not be e red Bac one 
“Terminus to the other serving the functions of.the former. Nor do 
“the Ukihya and the other Terminuses serve the functions of ‘the 
“« Jyotishtoma ; aud as such they could not obtain the accessory detail. 
“of this latter sacrifice. (3) The same reasoning serves to set aside 
“ the view that the Process comes in by Implication: that is to say. 
‘‘one who holds that the Details of the Jyotishtoma would come in at 
“the Terminuses, by Implication, for him also, there would be no 
“similarity, to serve as the basis of that Implication. Though the 
" Agnishtoma has a certain similarity with the other Terminuses, yet 
‘there is no sort of similarity of the Jyotishioma to the Ukthya and 
“ the other Terminuses ` aud hence the ./yotishtoma cannot be regarded 
“as the Original archetype of these Terminuses—(and hence the Pro- 
“ cedure of that Sacrifice could not come into those latter, through the 
“ Implicatory Injunction that the Modification should be done in the 
“same way as the Original’). It is for these reasons that the Author 
“of the Bhashya has kept silent with the mere declaration that it 
“ was due to Proximity. And hence it becomes all the more incumbent 
upon you to explain the difficulties raised above.” : 
Answer ` That this is a case of Implication we have already shown 
above. Nor is Similarity the only ground for Implication. That is to 
say, we have already shown, in connection with the sentence ‘Dadhnéndri- 
yakamasya juhuyat,’ (under Sutras [i—ii—25 et. seq.), that even without 
similarity, we have an Implication (of the accessories of Homa),. for 
the simple reason that, without the Homa the result spoken of could 
not come about. All that Similarity could do in such cases, is to point 
to the particular Original Sacrifice (whose Accessories would come into 
the Modifications in question) ; and it could not do anything in the 
shape of bringing in any transcendental aid to bear upon the sacrifices. 
Hence in the case in question, even without similarity, the Jyotishtoma 
comes to be regarded as the substratum of the Terminuses, on. the sole 
ground of Proximity. It is this ‘ Proximity,’ and not the Proximity of 
the Dikshantya, eto., that has been spoken of in the Bhashya. .. Because 
when the Jyotishtoma has been accepted as the substratum of the Ter- 
minuses, it can very well indicate the presence of such of its operations 
as are due to the Apūrvas of the Dikshaniya and the other details; and 
this ite the fact of there being an Implication of these. 
` Question: “ How is it that the Procedure in question is taken as 
“belonging to the Nitya (Jyotishtoma). only, and not as belonging to 
së? the KGmya (Terminuges). only, or to both, in common?” ` 
` The theory held by the Questioner is that the Procedure were to 
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both: jn: common ; “the ee that it- Ree to the ‘Kimya | 
ouly—has been put forth simply by way of a bold assertion, made on 
account of the unbearable character of the aforesaid Siddhfnta theory ; 
the sense of the Question being as follows : ‘If without any reason, 
«you declare that the Procedure belongs to the Nitya only, then, why 
de should you not stick to the more reasonable theory ‘that it belongs to 
“the Kamya only ? If you do not accept this latter view, because of its 
« not having any reasons in support of it,--then you should accept the 
o only reasonable view, that the Procedure belongs, in common, to the 
“ Nitya. Jyotishtoma as well as to the Kamya Terminuses. If with- 
“ out any reasons, you should persist in holding that the Procedurs e 
“longs to the Nitya only, simply because you wish it so,—well, 
«that. case, why should not it be taken as belonging to the Kimya 
“ only, because we wish it so? If this latter view be rejected for want 
“of reasons in support of it, then you should accept the strictly 
x reasonable view that it belongs to both.” 

The Author of the Bhashya,—not -brooking this swaggering ex- 
aggeration, and thinking that the Arguments, brought forward against 
the theory of the Procedure belonging to the Kamya only would be of 
use in the refuting of the last alternative theory, that it helongs to 
both,—proceeds to refute the former theory, in the sentence—‘ yatra 
yaira gunë kamah, tatra tatra kriyayam sädhya-mānüyäm nanyatha. 
The sense of this is that, if the Accessory, could, by itself (indepen- 
dently of all Action), take up the Procedure (made up of the Dikshaniya, 
ete.) —-then what you say would be possible. Butthe Accessory could 
take up the Procedure, only if this latter were connected with the 
Instruments only, or if the Accessory itself were the qualification of 
the Bhavana. As a matter of fact, however, we find, that the Pro- 
cedure is not connected with the Instruments, as has been shown above : 
and at the beginning of Adhydyas VII and IX also, it will be declared 
that—with regard to the Bhavana, there arises a question as to ‘ how 
it is to be accomplished,’ and not as to ‘how, by means of the Instru- 
menta; it is to be accomplished.’ That Bhavana, in which the Instru- 
ments consist of that which is denoted by the Verbal Roots,—in suck 
a Bhavana slone, do the Instruments, independently of everything 
elso; attain to the subsequent relationship of the Procedure, indicated ` 
in accordance with the Law. of the ‘ Arunaikahayani’ (Sttras WI—-i— 
‘lg, sto). But in the case of that Bhavana where the Instrument con- 
sists- of the Accessories,—inasmuch as there could be uo Instru- 
‘ientality without a particular Root-meaning, there is always a need.. 
E casted expats hy the verbal Root, which Kol S 

Jop ge e Ss 4 
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serve as the object to be accomplished ; because mere activity in general 
could not be brought about by the Accessories. Noris the Accessory 
capable of serving as a general Instrument, unless it has served to 
accomplish a particular action. Consequently, at that particular 
Bhavana, wherein the existing Accessory takes up the Procedure, the 
denotation of the Root is found to take the very first place. And 
thus, the two—the Rool meaning and the Instrumental Accessory—-come 
to be regarded as restricting or qualifying one another, just as in the 
case of the ‘ Arunakahayani’ (Sutra TII—i—12). If the Root-meaning 
were not capable of taking up the Procedure, then it might not take 
it up. Asa matter of fact, however, we find that the Root-meaning 
leads to a distinct desirable result, and serves to qualify the Bhavana 
which is the way to the taking in of the Procedure; and as such, 
it could not but take up the Procedure. 

And thus all the following four agencies lead to the taking up of 
the Procedure by the Root-meaning : (1) without the particular Root- 
meaning the Bhavana is not-capable of taking up the Procedure ; (2) 
the Accessory also is not capable of doing so, until it has brought up 
the Root-meaning ; because there can be no Bhavana wholly indepen- 
dent of the Root-meaning ; and because it is absolutely impossible for 
the mere action ‘to do’ to be performed ; and lastly, because the Acces- 
sory itself is not an aclion ; (3) the Procedure also, betaking itself to 
the Accessory, cannot reach it, after having passed over the Root- 
meaning; and as such it falls into this latter; (4) the Root-meaning 
also, being. by itself, in need of the Procedure. is quite capable of 
taking it up, even though it may have been meant for the Accessory ; 
and as such why should it abandon that, Procedure ? 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Ukthya and the other 
Terminuses that are laid down with reference to distinct desirable 
results, being recognised as resting in the Jyotishtoma,—when they 
stand in need of a Procedure, they find presented before them, by the 
Context, such details as the Dikshaniy@ and the rest ; and inasmuch 
as these latter have no other way of reaching those, they inevitably. 
enter into the Jyotishioma. Because the Ukthya, ete., being of the 
nature of Terminuses, cannot, independently of the Jyotishtoma, take 
up those details; nor does the Jyolishtoma give them. up when they 
come to enter into it. This is what is meant by the Bha@shya declara- 
tion—‘ nasau sadhyasyabhavant sadhantna sambandhyatt.’ The parti- 
cular Procedure is enjoined in this way : ‘ For the sake of such and such 
results, the means employed should be the Ukhya, etc., and that in 
such and such a way, —i.e. in such o way as to make it lead to the 
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fulfilment of. those results ; and hence there being a touch of the verh 
‘to do,’ there is a distinct relationship with the Bhavana. Under the 
circumstances, there is no such way by which the Procedure could 
make the Ukihya, etc., efficient means of accomplishing the result, 
independently of the Root-meaning. 

Though the word used by the Bhashya (paye 385, line 7) isa sädhya- 
manayam kriyayam,’ yet what is meant is ‘ ancy grhitayam ’— the 
action not being aided.’ Some people explain ` tēna sadhyamainayam’ 
ag oe! Ukthyadina sadhyamanayam;’ but inasmuch as this would in- 

valve an abandonning of the previously-mentioned Provedure, the 
whole would become entirely irrelevant; and further, the mention of 
"fairt taira kryayam sadhyamanayam’ would be a useless repitition. 
Consequently one who requires a Procedure for the Accessory which 
would serve as the means, must admit that the Accessory belongs to 
the Rool-meaniny, which is what has to be accomplished. 

Having thus laid down the general definition, the Author applies 
it to the particular case under the consideration :—‘ Sadhyacea Jyotish- 
tomak’ (‘lt is the Jyolishtoma that has to be accomplished ’); and 
hence the Accessories cannot be regarded as belonging to the Kamyu 
(Terminuses) only. 

The opponent then puts forward the more Authoritative second 
alternative-—‘ Why then should not the Accessories be regarded as 
‘belonging to both (the Nitye Jyotishtoma and the Kamya Ter- 
miinuses) ¢”’ 

The Siddhantavadi replies-—Becuuse they ure laiul down as Nitya. 
in all cases. a common relationship is possible only when there is 
some sort. of uniformity ; in the case in question however, we find no 
sort of uniformity in the relationship borne by the Jolishtoma, and that 
borne by the Terminuses, to the Accessories in question, Because the 
Accessories, not being connected with any particular desirable results, 
are laid down as Nilya;—and that would clearly show that the 
Dikshaniy@ and the other accessory details should be performed only 
When we have the Jyofishioma. And even though the Jyotishtoma is 
present, yet if there be no desire for Cattle or other desirable results, 
there is no possibility of the Ukihya and other 'Terminuses. For 
certainly, it is not necessary to have one Terminus while we are having 
theother. Nor are these Terminuses ever devoid of the Jyolishtoma ; as 
this inheres, in its entirety, in every one of then,- just as the Class does 
in every one of the Individuals. Consequently, it. must be admitted 
thatthe Acgeasory Details as laid down are related to the permanent: 
Jyotishtoma, and net to the. fleeting T'erminuses., , se 
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Objection ` " Even though the Et are banca ‘yet, in- 
‘‘asmuch as they would. have, inhering ` in them, the Nitya (perma- 
“ nent) element of the Jyotishtoma, there would be no incongruity i in 
“the Details, which are. laid down as Nitya (being related to the Ter- 
“« minuses) ` as the Injunction of these as Nitya would be duly observed 
‘in connection with the inhering element of the Jyotishtoma. And 
“ while this condition (of relationship with the permanent factor of 
‘. Jyotishtoma) is duly fulfilled, there would be no harm in the Details 
‘being, at the same time, related to certain transient factors (the 
‘‘Terminuses) also. Because it is only when that which is laid down 
“ as- transient is related to the Permanent that, that there is an 
“ incongruity, and not in cases like those we are dealing with.” 

Reply : It is not so, because this would mean an abandoning of the 
theory of common relationship (of the Details with the Nitya and the 
Kamya) ; because the Kamyas are not capable of prompting the said 
Details. In acase where, without belonging to the Nitya sacrifice, 
the Details cannot be laid down as permanent,—when the fact of its 
belonging to the Nitya being ascertained, the requirements of the text 
are all duly fulfilled,—their relationship with the other (i.e. the Kamya) 
comes about by itself; and thus too all of them (Nitya and Kamua) 
cannot be regarded as equally related to the enjoined accessories. 
Otherwise, the Injunction of the Accessory details would be in some 
such way as that—‘ These Details should be always done in connection 
with Jyotishtoma, and at times, also when there should be a desire for 
Cattle, etc.’; and this would involve a self- “contradiction, with regard 
to a single Injunction. 

“Objection : “ We can resolve the infaneton into two parts— 
“one inferred from the Context, and the other from Direct Declaration ; 

“and of these one would lay down the details as permanent, and 
“ the other would enjoin them as transient.” | 

Reply : True, the contradiction might be avoided by the difference 
in the Injunctions of the Performances ; but there would be a distinct 
self-contradiction in regard to the prompted (details) ; inasmuch as 
they would be following in the wake of both the permanent and the 
transitory. Thus then, with a view to keep intact the permanent 
character of these Details (the Dikshaniya and the rest), we. must 
-regard the. taking up of the procedure also to be permanent, And 
thus those Details should be regarded as belonging to the J Ween 
Ka ita is with this that they are. invariably concomitant. : x 
| Objection ` " The Agnishtoma Ter minus. algo. is. Kimo, and. hence 
uae all the Terminuses must: be regarded ag transitory: (on the ground 
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« of wee being Kinga and as there is no permanent form of the 
d Jyotishtoma, apart from these Terminuses,—when the Jyotishtoma 
‘‘would take up the Nitya Details, all these would, through that 
“sacrifice, become equally related to all the Terminuses : and thus it 
‘cannot be. ascertained where (in which Terminus) we should have 
“the Niya performance of the Jyotishtoma ; and hence we are faced, 
“by the Law of Option, to the conclusion that, the Details in question 
“ belong to the transitory (Kämyn) performances only.” 

In reply to the above it is declared—‘ Sa nityasya samulvat.’ That 
is to say the two Injunctions—that of the Details pertaining to the 
Sacrifice itself, as well as that of those relating to a desired result—are 
both equal; and hence looking into these two, we conclude, in accord- 
ance with the law ‘ ékusya tibhayalvé samyogaprthakvam’ (IV—iii—+), 
that it is as Nitya that the performance ending with the Agnishtoma is 
related to the Desire; while that which lays down the others (i.e. the 
Ukthya, etc.) being merely related to the particular Desires, are dis- 
tinctly transitory (optional); and herein lies the difference between the 
two Injunctions. 


[Sätra We Because of repetition, they would occur 
in the Original] 


Thus then, though the Ukthya, ete., are transient, as regards their 
performances, yet on account of the Nitya character of the Jyotish- 
toma, and of the fact of the Agnishtoma "Terminus also being Nitya, as 
invariably accompanying the /yoltshtoma,—which makes the Agnish- 
toma obtain the subsequent portion of the Details taken up by the 
Jyotishtoma,—the Details in question come to be spoken of as ‘ be- 
longing to the Aynishtoma.”” Or, as regards the two-fold presence of 
the Details at the Ukthya, etc., that which would pertain to the factor 
of the Jyotishioma would be enjoined directly, while that which would 
pertain to the factor of the Ukthya and other Terminuses would be got 
at.only: by means of the Implicatory Injunctions; and this would con- 
stitute the difference (between the case of the Agnishtoma Terminus and 
that of the other Terminuses). 


CH (48) : [The goats] could be employed E E ae 
“because of the Direct Declaration to that effect. 


Se? (thi meets the objection urged in Text, Page 1110, Line ei 


There i is ‘nothing too much for a qualified I njunction. 
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Sutra (48) : Because ój the preclusion of previous 
Indications. 


We have the text-—‘ yadi Agnishtomak, SE 3 ER Ukthyah, 
paridhivanakli, na juhoti’ (‘If it is the Agnishtoma, he offers in Homa 
the Butter-remnant ; while if it is, Ukthya, he paints the Paridhi stick 
with it, and does not offer it in Homa’),—where we find that, among 
the Kratu-karanas (the Instruments of Sacrifices), the Injunction of 
the subsequent is accompanied by a reference to the negation of the 
previous one (‘ na juhoti’); and this would be explicable only in ac- 
cordance with the view that these Terminuses are modifications of 
the Jyolishtoma ` because what is done by the text quoted is that it 
precludes (in the latter Sacrifice) what is found to be applicable to it by 
{Implication (that is to say, the Homa has been precluded, ‘ na juhoti» 
in regard to the Ukthya, chiefly because the Homo was liable to being 
done in accordance with the law that ‘ the Modification is to be done 
like the Original’). If the Terminuses were all equally connected with 
the enjoined Details, then, inasmuch as the Direct cause (of Homa, i.e. 
the Agntshioma) would be in close proximity to the Ukthya, and this. 
proximity of the Cause would necessarily bring in its wake the effect 
(in the shape of the Homa of the Remnant and Butter); and thus at 
the Ukthya, we would have both (the Homa as well as the Painting of 
the Paridhi) ; and in that case, the subsequent Preclusion or Prohibi- 
tion (‘na juholi’) would be that of the previous distinct Injunction ; 
and that would give rise to a syntactical split (in the sentence ‘yadi 
Ukthyah, etc., which would contain an Injunction of the Painting of 
the Paridhi, as well as the prohibition of the Homa which has been 
enjoined in the previous sentence, and whose connection with the 
Ukthya has been established by the Implicating Injunction). Nor can 
the sentence in question be regarded as containing a qualified Injunction, 
like the sentence ‘ Agnéyamajam...... Aindragna Ukthya Dvitiyah, 
ele., ete., as the Injunction and Prohibition. are of such contradictory 
characters (that the one could not be taken along with the other) ; nor 
is it possible for the sentence to be taken as a Paryudasa (a mere pre- 
clusion of Homa). 

Then again, all that the Pūrvapakshi has said iv regard to the 
Savaniya animal can be used with advantage, in favour of the Sid- 
_dhinta view. As it is only when the actions (of Homa and Painting) 
are due to the Terminuses, that we can explain, on the ground of the 
| absence of the cause {the particular Terminuses), the mention of 
-negation (© na juhott’), even if all of them were equally : related to the 
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enjoined. 'Accesgories ` and in the case of the Siddhānta also, inasmuch 
as the two actions in question would be such as serve only imperceptible 
(trancendenta)) - results, there would be a liablity of both of them 
(Homa and Painting) being done; and in support of this we would have 
the Indications of the Name ‘ Kratukarana,’ which would distinctly 
point to the Original Sacrifice. | 

Home people argue as follows - “ The Homa that is laid down in the 
" text quoted is one that serves as the disposal of the Butter that has 
‘been left behind at the Pracarant Homa; and hence when this Dis- 
posal will have been eficcted by the Painting oj the Paridhi, there 
‘would naturally be a negation of the other Disposal (by means of 
“ Homa),—even if the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined 
‘ details (that is to say, the said Preclusion is quite compatible with the 
“ Parvapaksha also)" 

But when we find the sentence laying down the Homa ag an inde- 
pendent action, it should be explained how we could regard it as a mere 
Disposal of the Remnant. Then again, even though the Disposal may 
be effected by the Homa, yet it would be quite possible for us to per- 
form the other action of ‘ Painting the Paradht’ also, in so far as what 
is directly denoted by the word ' Paridhyañjana` (and hence the per- 
formance of one Disposal would not necessarily involve the Non-per- 
formance of the other). Consequently, the mention of negation 
(‘na juhote’) must bo taken as indicative of what we have shown above. 


Stitra (41): The specific mention of one is due to the 
presence of particular Accessories. 

It has been agreed that—‘: that which is not an original Action 
“(buta mere modification), could not be spoken of with the conditional 
“if; —as in the case of the Dradagaha.”’ But the case of the Ukthya 
and the other Terminuses under consideration is not similar to that of | 
the other: modifications. Though in the case of these, on account of 
the incompatibility of the connection of the Nitya and the Ka@mya, 
the Context cannot take upthe Procedure (of the Nitya, with reference 
to the Kamya), yet inasmuch as that would be in close proximity with 
it, it becomes necessary to make use of the conditional ‘if.’ Or, it 
may be that, it is just possible for the unheard of Accessories to 
be brought in as.if they were heard of, through the introduction of 
a heard of Action to which those Accessories belong ; and i in that case, 
the ‘mention of the, Agnishtoma (in ‘Y adyagnishtomah, etc.), whose 
presence is already indicated by the Context, would be by way of a- 
reference to the Nitya action. Ot, its mention may be taken as laying 
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ini the fact of the adara SE P Homa’ ) bèing due to the 
presence of the particular Hymn (of the EE S and there 
can be no incongruity in such a mention. ` 

Then, there arises the question as to what is the use of all this 
Discussion (in the present Adhikarana). oe 

Some people declare that the use is exactly the same as in the 
case of the Phalacamasa (Vide sutras I11—v—47 et. seq.). 

‘But with regard to this view we have got to say something; and 
it is this. It is quite true that that is the use of the present Dis- 
cussion ` but this would not be applicable to the case of all Accessory 
Details. For instance, all the details of the ‘Sadomana’ and the like, 
which are laid down with reference to particular desirable results,— 
even though there be a likelihood of the presence of the other details, 
bv reason of the Implicatory Injunction, yet inasmuch as the parti- 
cular Details would be found to have a substrate (the Jyotishtoma) which 
is enjoined by Direct Injunction, these latter could not be totally set 
aside; as in the case of the other Modifications. Because at these other 
modifications, inasmuch as there is no substrate in the shape of the 
Jyotishtoma, it is readily admissible that the Actions, laid down as 
bringing certain desirable results through particular Accessories, are 
found impossible to be performed. In the case of the Terminuses, 
on the other hand, though the Results, spoken of as following from 
certain Accessories, are not applied by Implication,— yet, inasmuch as 
the Man desiring those results would naturally wish to do that action, 
and hence long after the particular Accessories (laid down as bringing 
about those results),—there would be a possibility of the presence of 
the enjoined substrate (in the shape of the Jyotishtoma) ; and as such 
there would be no improbability of the Actions leadi ing to definite results 
through certain Accessories. 

For these reasons we conclude that the use of the Discussion lies 
in the following fact: There are certain accessories, not belonging to 
the original Jyolishioma,—such as, the holding of the Ukthy& Vessel, 
the particular Ukthya Hymns and Praises,—-which ate due solely 
to the presence of the particular Terminus (the Ukthya); and in 
accordance with the Pirvapaksha, it would be possible for us to have 
in this ‘Terminus, the other details of actions calculated to bring about 
„definite results by means of certain accessories introduced by the Im- 
„ptioatory Injunctions of such details as. belong to the other (Shodaçi) 
‘Vessel and Hymn ; whereas in eecordance with the Siddhinta, this wom 
‘not. be possible.” er oe 

. “There a get another use. of the E ‘ it is ag d follows: : If all 
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the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined Details as (held 
by the Pérvapaksha) then, at those Sacrifices which are recognised 
Modifications of the Jyotishtoma (in accordance with the law ‘ Vyakia@su 
ju samasya’), we would have all the Terminuses as optional alter, 
natives; while, in accordance in the Siddhanta, it is the Agnishtoma 
Terminus alone that could find a place at those Sacrifices; while aa for 
the Details connected with the Ukthya and the other Terminuses, they 
could be possible only in a case where we would have distinct Injunc- 
tions of these Terminuses. And herein lies the rea] use of the present 
Adhikarana. 


Thus ends the Sixth Pada of Adhyäyva UI 


200 


ADHYAYA IILI.~PADA VII. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


| [The Grass, etc., belong to the Darga-Pirnamasa as well as to 
their Subsidiaries. | 


Sittra (1): “ Because of the particular Context, that 
s which is not connected (with Direct Declaration) "e, 
“longs to the Principal Action only.” 


_ In continuation of the subject of common or uncommon I[njune- 
tion, we proceed to consider,—through the question of contradiction 
and non-contradiction of Svntactical Connection and Contoxt, --tho 
question as to whether the Altar spoken of in the Darga-Purnamasa 
Context, and the Details of Digging, etc., laid down in connection with 
that Altar, as also the Grass and the Details of Chopping, etc., laid 
down in connection with it, belong to the Principal Sacrifices (of tng 
Darga Pūrnamasa) or to the Subsidiary ones. 

And on this. question we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Though the fact of the Details in question belonging to the 
S Principal as well as the Subsidiaries is distinctly shown by such 
“general declarations as—‘ Védyam havimshi,’ ‘Varhstht havimshi,’ 
"nr Varhirluna,’ ‘ Vedim Khanati,—yet it the Details belonged to the 
“ grass, etc., independently, then they would have to be performed in 
‘ connection with the ordinary grass also, i.e., that which is used for 
“such ordinary purposes as the thatching of houses, etc. ` but inas- 
“ much as such performance of the Details would be absolutely useless, 
i the connection of those with the Grass should be regarded as due 
“to the fact of the grass bringing about a transcendental result 
: ( Apiirva). And as this fact of its bringing about an Apūrva is not 
“indicated by Syntactical Connection, it must be regarded as indi- 
“ cated: by Context. And inasmuch as the Context pertains to the 
- Principal Action only, the Details must be regarded as belonging to 
“<. this latter only. Even though the Context cannot serve the purposes: 
“of specification, vet it is only through the particular character of- being 
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« the Partaker (grahaka) that it serves to prompt the particular factors of 
‘actions; and as such becomes the cause of restricting the Declaration 
“to a particular Action,—as we have shown (under Sūtra I11—iii-—1]). 

“The word ‘asamyukiam’ (‘not-connected’) means that, even 
s though Syntactical connection indicates the connection of the Havi 
“and the Farhi, yet there is no connection with anything that is con- 
“ trary to (not in keeping with) the Context. That is to say, in the 
“ease in question, the words ‘ Havish’ and ‘ Varhth’ are quite capable 
“ of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not unconnected 
“ with it, like the Ahîna (and as such they cannot but be taken as con- 
‘nected with the Principal Action, to which alone the Context be- 
‘ longs) " 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sutra (2): They belong to all; because the character of 
the Accessory is not based upon the Context. 


It has been already shown that all the Details are equally related 
to Syntactical Connection. ` 

It has been argued above, that “the Context would serve the 
purpose of prompting the particular factors of actions.” It is in re- 
ply to this that we have the clause ‘ atatprayuktatvat’ ;—that is to say, 
the Context does not serve the purposes of the specification. 
| Question: " How can you set aside the well-established fact of 
“ the Context serving the purpose of prompting the factors of actions ? 
“ How, too, can you accept the much faulty explanation of the character 
“of the (esha (Subsidiary) as being in the form of Help, and not in 
“that of being for the sake of something else ? ” 

Reply : In cases like the present, the Context can serve the purposes 
of the prompting cause; because it has been shown under Sūtra 
IlJ—iii—11, that it is only that which is not connected with the other 
means of knowledge that is controlled by Context (while in the present 
case we have the Connection of Syntax). | 

Then again, it has been argued above that “there is no contra- 
diction (between Syntactical Connection and the Context).” 

Bat why should there be no contradiction, when we. find that, in- 
asmuch as due predominance attaches to the Havish and the Varhi, 
if these accessory details were related to everyone of the Actions, they 
would come to be recognised as belonging to the Subsidiaries also ; and 
S this has got to be set aside in: view of the Context. : 
"The opponent puts forward: the reason by which - he took the 
Context to bo non- -contradicted (by Syntactical Connection), on account 
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of the too extensive application of this Syntactical Connection having 
been precluded: “ The Details would come to be performed in connec. 
tion with the Varhi, etc., employed in ordinary actions also; and at 
these, they would be absolutely useless.” , 

To this we offer the following reply : The Syntactical Connection, 
in its natural functioning, can be set aside from that only where it 
would be actually useless. As a matter of fact, we find that the 
Details performed in connection with Varhi at the Subsidiary Sacri- 
fices are not useless; and hence the Syntactical Connection would 
certainly apply to the case of the subsidiarics, and there would be no 
improper application involved in this. 

It is with a view to this that the Bla@shya has declared © Upakara- 
lakshanam ht tat,’ which indicates the subsidiary character as consisting 
of being for the sake of something else (tadarthya) ; as one thing is taken 
as being for the sake of another, when, with regard to the latter, the 
former is found, by reason of according a much needed help, to be of 
use. 

The Bhashya has used the word " prakaranat,’ with a view to 
avoiding of the too extensive application of the Syntactical Connection 
But this declaration, at the present stage, would bar the way of the 
objection contained in the next Sara; and hence it must be regarded 
as put forward too soon; and as such to be disregarded on the present 
occasion. 


Siitra (3): Objection: “They could be take themselves to remote 
| : “actions.” 

"7 Objection : “ lt the Details in question were to be precluded from 
“the grass, etc., employed in the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
‘on account of their being useless in that Connection,—then, there 
“would be every possibility of these Details being introduced into these: 
“ Actions in connection with which they would not be useless,—f.i. the 
“ grass employed at the sacrifices other than those of the Darga Pirna- 
“ masa (and certainly these sacrifices would be helped by the transcen. 
“ dental results brought about by these Details). If there be some reason 
“for precluding the Details from such other actions, —then, the same 
“reason would apply to the case of the Subsidiaries (of the Duren 

“ Piirnamasa) also (and hence the said Details could not be belated 
“to. these "`: Subsidiaries). 
= As for the Saurya and other such Subsidiaries of the Darga. 
d Parnamiisa, even according to the Pur vapaksha view, the presence in 
` them of the Details are indicated by Duplication; and lence it is the’ 
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"rt Pindaptiryajna’ (of the Daten Parnamiea) which, as “being: entirely 
“ devoid of the Details, either by Direct Injunction or by Implication, 
‘should be taken’ as the basis of the present Discussion. That this 
“ Pindapiiryajia is an entirely new sacrifice, and is not a subsidiary 
« will be shown later on (in Adhyaya IX); and hence the acceptance 
“of the Siddhanta view (with regard to this yajřa) would lead to 
“ most undesirable consequences.” : 


Sütra (éi: Reply: Not so; because of the sentence (being 
Syntactically connected with the Darca Purnamasa),—as 
= shown by the fact of its being subservient to it. 


What you say would have heen quite possible, if the sentence 
(‘Vedyam varhth’) were an independent one. As a matter of fact 
however, the sentence, that lays down the Grass, the Altar, and their 

various Details, is syntactically connected with the Darca Pirnamdasa : 

that is to say, with the sentence laying down the Darca Ptirnamasa. 
And for this reason the Details laid down in these sentences must be 
regarded as belonging to those Grass and Altar, ete., which are spoken 
of in the sentence that is so connected, and with those mentioned in 
other sentences. As for the Pindapiiryajia, it is not found to be 
mentioned in the sentence laying down the Darca Purnamase ; and as 
such it could never be related to these Details. 

Objection : “ If the sentences be regarded as syntactically con. 
“nected with the Darga Piéirnamasa,—such connection could not be 
“ got at by any other means save the Context; and inasmuch as this 
“ Context would pertain to the Principal (Darga Pérnamasa) only, the 
“ Subsidiaries could have no connection with the Details in question.” 

Reply : That does not affect our position ` because the Details of 
Chogging, Digging, etc., cannot be directly connected either with the 
- Darca Pūrņamāsa or their Subsidiaries ; they can be present only in 
those places where we would have the Grass and the Altar ; and these 
latter again are related to the keeping of the offering materials ; and 
_ lastly, this keeping of the material also must be that which is spoken of 
in the sentence laying down the performance of the Darca Pūrņamäāsa 
Sacrifices, as a whole. And the keeping of the offering materials in 
sonnection: with the Subsidiaries also would be included. in that 
S Sentence, because all the Subsidiaries along the Primary: Action go to 
KR an up a Soe SEN ECH as ne the peters | would be, as 


S dëst, 
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Objection : In the case of the Praydjas we find that even though | 
d deg are all included in the single Injunction of Performance, 
“ yetb; in aceordance with the Sura ILT—i—22, they are not regarded 
ag subsidiary to one another; and in the same manner the Grass 
a could not be related to the offering materials of the Subsidairy Sacri- 
o fices (inasmuch both would be equally Subsidiaries to the Darça 
a Pargamitsa).” 
` Reply: It is not so; because just as the keeping of the offering 
material of the Primary Bnerifico becomes connected with the Details 
in question, so, in the same manner, that of the material of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices also becomes connected with them as the Subsi- 
diaries of the Subsidiaries. If the meauing of the sentence ‘ Varhishi 
Gsidayati’ (‘keeps upon the grass’) were assumed to be that ‘the 
material is kept upon that grass which has been brought in for the sake 
of the Darca Pirnamasa,’—then alone could the Details be taken as 
belonging to the Darca Pirnamasa only. Asn matter of fact, such is 
not the case. As when, in order to avoid the uselessness of the Details, 
we make it step beyond the mere form of the Darca Pirnamasa Sacri- 
fice, should we take them as referring to ‘ that grass which is brought 
in for the sake of the Darca Piirnamasa,’ or to ‘ that which helps in the 
accomplishment of these Sacrifices ? If we accept the former alterna- 
tive, then the sentence would become too limited in its scope; while 
the latter alternative affords it a more extensive scope; and it is 
incumbent upon us to accept that theory which should give the 
greatest scope possible to the sentence in question. The Subsidiaries 
of Subsidiaries also are regarded as helping in the accomplishment of 
the Primary Sacrifice, even though they may not be directly for the 
sake of this latter; and we have seen that it is the mere fact of helping, 
and not that of its being for its sake, that constitutes the ground of 
relationship ; as when a detail is contained in that which does not in 
any way help the Sacrifice, it cannot accord any help to it; which can- 
not be said with regard to that which is not contained in that which is 
not for the sake of that. This we shall explain latter on, under the 
Sutra 1X—ii—44. As a matter of fact, even without being for the 
sake: of the Primary, we find the Curd and the Milk merely helping . 
ii ‘the. Abhyuditeshti ; and yet shey become connected with the Detant 
of f the Pranstā. = 
or these reasons we accept, on the ground of Context, the fact 
of the Benteng. in question being syntactically connected with that 
which lays, down . the Darca Piirnamasa,—tpe construction being - 
explained as follows ` “Those, without the. peformance™ whereof the ; 


1600 ` TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH, TH—PADA VIl.—ADRI, (1), 


transcendental result of the Darca Piirnamasa is not duly accom. 
plished,—in all these, the Details in question should ‘be performed,’ 
And inasmuch as we find the imperfections in the materials of Subsi. 
diary Sacrifices causing discrepancies in the Result of the Primary 
Sacrifice, we rust admit the connection, with the subsidiaries also, of 
those Details which are due to the transcendental result of the Primary 
Sacrifice. 


Sūtra (5); Also because of Indications, 


It is only when such Details, as those in question, are accepted as 
helonging to the Primary as well as to the Subsidiary,—that the 
` Abhigharana,’ spoken of in the sentence ‘ Prayajageshéna havimshya. 
gharayati,’ could be taken as belonging to hoth the Primary and the 
Subsidiary ; and then alone could we fustify the declaration ‘Sa vai 
dhruvamévagré, ete. wherein we have an Order spoken of as a well- 
established fact, and hence appearing as a ` Héluvannigada’ (giving 
reasons for a certain Injunction,—Vide 1—ii—26 el. seg.). Because 
sch a declaration could be possible only when there would be an 
Abhigharana of the material of the Ajyabhaga also (which is a Subsi- 
diary Sacrifice). Otherwise, for the Dhruvā also, we could have thie 
Abhigharana only as connected with the Upameuyaja ; and in that case 
there could be no further Abhigharanas; and as such, it would be 
absolutely useless to put forward the reason—‘ Tato hi prathamavaiya- 
bhagau, etc.’ 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Details belong to 
all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries), 


ADHIKARANA (2). 


E Purifications of the Master of the Sacrifice belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice.| 


Stra, 6): That whichis related to the Master of the 
sacrifice belongs to the Primary; because of the 
mention of Results. 


The Details which are found to belong to the Master of the Sacri- 
fice, in accordance with the Sūtra I[I—viii—4,—with regard to these 
there arises the question, as to whether they belong to the Master, in 
his. character of the Performer, and as such pertain to the Primary 
Sacrifice as well as its Subsidiaries ; or they belong to him, only in the 
character of the experiencer of its results, and as such pertain to the 
Primary Sacrifice only. 

And on this question wé have the following--- 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ According to the foregoing Adhikarana, they must be regarded 
“as pertaining to all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries). 
“ Specially. as belonging to the Master, who is equally related to 
“all Sacrifices, they could help in the accomplishment of all these ; 
“ and there is no reason for precluding them from the Subsidiaries.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


To the above we make the following reply ` The very reason that 
proves the fact of the Purifications belonging to the Master, would 
also serve to show that they pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

That is to say, if the Details in question belonged to the Master | 
in the character of tho Performer, then they could be taken as pertain- 
ing to all the Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
they belong to him in the character of the Æxperiencer of the Result of 
the Sacrifice. Then again, we find that a neglect of the Purificatory 
 Depgis would’ interfere with due experiencing of the Result ; whereas 
SC without these details, there is no discrepapey in the character of 
CS former. ` And SE the Details EES ‘to the Polen) they 
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would belong to the Priests also, as these also would be the Performers. 
of certain Actions in connection with the Sacrifices. Then again, it is 
only with reference to a certain desired result, that one wishes to 
create certain capabilities (or powers); and that too only in a place 
where these capabilities did not exist before. And as a matter of 
fact, what is desired is not the Master’s Character of the Performer : 
nor was this Character non-existent, in him, prior to the performance 
of the Purificatory Details. It is only the Actions bringing in certain 
capabilities that are called ‘Samskaras’ (Purifications) ; and as such 
they always betake themselves to the factor of the Keepere anoen of the 
Result, 

Then again, T the result of a certain Action is experienced by the 
Master, the Purifications pertaining to the character of the Experiencer 
help in that Action alone, in none other. And as a matter of fact, it 
is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, and not that of the Subsidiaries, 
that is enjoyed (or experienced) by the Master; as the Subsidiaries 
affect the Sacrifices only (and do not bring about any results for the 
Person performing them); and hence it must be admitted that the 
Purifications in question belong to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

Objection : “ If the Purifications did not fall within the character of 
the mr Performer, then they would become Subsidiaries to the Result 
(and “ that would be against the Sūtra ‘ Phaladevatayoccoa 1X—i—14’).”’ 

Reply ` This does not affect our position ; because the help that is 
accorded to the Primary Sacrifice consists in that the Performer is 
made capable of experiencing its Results. Consequently, just as there 
are many other Subsidiaries bringing about imperceptible results which, 
while creating a capability for experiencing results, do not fall off 
from their subsidiary character,—so, in the same manner, we would 
have in the case of the Purificatory Details under consideration. 

The use of the present Adhikarana is that, in accordance with the 
Purvapaksha, there would be,—and according to the Siddhanta, there 
would not be-—the shaving of the head and such other actions for the 
Master, at the Agnishomiya and other such like subsidiaries of the 
Jyotishtoma. 


ADHIKARANA (3), 


[The Saumika Vedi, etc., belong to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiaries. | 


Sūtra (T): “ Because of connection with the ‘desire to 
‘do.’ (they should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only).” 


[In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence — 
‘Shatlymcalprakrama pract, Caturvimeatiragréna, trncajjaghanéna iyati 
cakshyamuhé’; and with regard to this there arises the question as to 
whether the Altar, the Details of whose moagurements are herein 
laid down, belongs to the Primary as well as its Subsidiaries, or to the 
Primary only.] 

And on this qnestion, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSAA. 


‘In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
“ Adhtkarana, the Saumika Altar is regarded as belonging to the 
" Primary Sacrifice only; specially as the sentence * lyats cakshyamahé 
"` syankartua’ distinctly shows that it is laid down for that which one 
“desires to do.’ Because what one ‘desires to do’ is the Primary, 
“which leads to a desirable result,—and not the Subsidiaries, which, 
“though not directly ‘desired to be done,’ are yet done as helping 
“ the accomplishment of the Primary.” 

Before having completed this Adhituranw, by putting forward the 
Siddhania, the Author starts another discussion. 


ADHIKARANA (4). 
[The Touching belongs to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries. ] 


Sūtra (8): So also (on account of connection) with Name, (the 
“Touching should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only).” 


{In connection with the Darga Purnamasa we find the sentence— 
‘ Caturhotra paurnamasimabhimrcét, pancahotra Amavasyam’ (‘ Catur- 
hotrt’ is that name of the Mantra ‘ Prthivt hota, etc., and Pancahotr: 
of ‘ Agnirhoia, ete., etc.’). And with regard to this there arises the 
question as to whether the Touching herein laid down belongs to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary only.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 


- PURVAPAKSHA. 


S Inasmuch as the words ‘ Paurnamast’ and ‘ Amavasya’ apply 
“ to the Primary Sacrifices only, even though they might be applicable 
“ to the Subsidiaries in accordance with the Sutra III— i—18, yet—they 
“are applied to the offering materials used at the Primary Sacrifices. 
“ Consequently it is the Offering material used at the Primary Sacrifice 


“only that is to be touched with the Caturhotri and the Paneahotri 
“ Mantras.” 


SIDDHANTA (of the former BS 


Sütra (9): The Result is declared as following from the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries ; 
and hence the ‘desire to do’ would be related to all 
of them. . 

_ nas much as the Altar is a particular place, and place ad time 

are laid down for the Primary together with its Subsidiaries, the Altar 

_ (the details of whose measurement are laid down in the sentence 

= Shatipmeatprathama, etc.’) mene: to all the Sacrifices pene e as 

: well as the Subsidiary). | 

As for the mention of the ‘ desire to do,’ that too. must be taken 

as s` pertaining fon tbe Primary together with the Subsidiatioes, as the 


TOVORNA BELONGS TO PRIMARY AND SUBSIDIARY. E 


calfiliment of the Result depends upon the due performance (of the 
` Primary together with its Subsidiarics). 

Consequently, the Allar being regarded as belonging to the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries, it might belong to 
these latter also. And hence the making of the Altar would be 
necessary at the Niriidhapacu and other such Sacrifices, which are the 
Subsidiary Modifications of the Agnishomiya. 


- SIDDH ANTA (of the latter Adhikarana). 


Sutra (10): Because the * Touching? is spoken of as an 
accessory, tt must be regarded as pertaining to all 
(Sacrifices). 


(There should be a Touching of the Materials of the Subsidiary 
Sacrifices also, with the Caturhotri and che Paneahotri Mantras ; because 
the Accusative gnding in ‘ Paurnamasim ’ and ‘ Amavasyam’ indicates 
that the ‘ Touching’ is an action done as accessory to the performance 
of the Paurnumast and the Amāväsyü Sacrifives ` and as such it should 
be done at all Sacrifices whereat it would help in these two Sacri- 
fices; and as a matter of fact, all that is connected with these two 
Sacrifices are regarded as helping in them; consequently the Touching 
should be done in connection with the offering materials of the Pri- 
mary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices. | 

Against this explanation of the Bhashya we have the following 
objections: ‘‘ The Declaration,- that ‘ because the Accusative ending 
‘indicates the Touching as an accessory action, therefore it must be 
“regarded as belonging to all Sacrifices’---is not quite relevant. 
‘‘ Because the discussion itself was started on the very supposition 
“ that the Touching is an accessory ` and as a matter of fact also, the 
“ Accusative ending, whose EE follows that of the basic nouns 
"7 § Paurnamass’ and ‘Amavasya’ (which denote the two Primary Sacri- 
“ fices), shows that the Touching is of those materials that are used at 
“the Primary Sacrifices, and as such it could not prove what is desired 
“by the Siddhanti. Then as for the fact of the Touching being for the 
“sake of the Amdva@syG and the Paurnamass Sacrifices, ‘brought 
forward by the Bhashya,—that only supports the Purvapaksha view.’ 

In ‘view of these objections, we must explain the Siddhanta in the 
following manner: In the sentence—‘ Paurnamasimabhimrcét’ what the 
word ` Paurnamast’ directly denotes is either the particular point of 
Time, or the Sacrifice, op the Sacrifice as qualified by the Time ; but as 
none. of these can be ‘ touched,’ the word must fi taken in its secondary - 
signification. . Anel then, though between tho enotation. of the Affix: 
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and the Basic word, it is the former that is the predominant factor, and 
as such the basic noun becomes the subordinate factor (the word 
‘Paurnamast’ being taken as indicating the Sacrifice qualified by the 
particular point of Time),—yet, in as much as the latter also is not 
recognized as capable of being touched, there arises a confused sort of 
an idea as to the Touching applying to all such Sacrificial accessories as 
the Sruva, etc. (which are found to be capable of being touched) ; and 
hence it becomes necessary to seek, somewhere else, for the means of 
ascertaining to which particular object the Touching applies; and, for 
the sake of arriving at a definite conclusion, we must take the denota- 
tion of the basic noun (‘ Paurnamdsi’) to be the principal factor, as 
standing need of the other factors, and as being the first to be cognised 
(and hence incapable of being taken in the secondary sense); and 
hence it is the subordinate factor of the Accusative ending that has to 
be taken in the secondary sense of the Locative, the word ‘ Paurna- 
masim’ being taken in the sense of ‘ Paurnamasyaim’ ; as it is. the 
Locative, that is wanted by the Principal factor,—the particular object 
to be touched heing the Offering Malerial as indubitably pointed out by 
the fact of the sentence occurring in connection with that. Conse- 
quently the sentence must be taken as restricting the Touching to the 
particular time or performance (of the Paurnamāsi Sacrifice as a whole). 
and consequently there should be a Touching of every one of the 
materials used at that Sacrifice (whether in connection with the 
Primary or its Subsidiaries). 

Even if the word ‘ Paurnumast’ were to indicate the offering 
material, then too, in as much as it would indicate the help accorded 
to it (by the Touching), this Touching could not but be regs rurded as 
belonging to all the offering materials. 


a D Pe Cy Pe Meet a Ig, > 


ADHIKARANA (5). 


(The /nitiatory Rite and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary 
only.] 


Sūtra (11): The Initiation and the Fee pertain to the 
Primary only: because of the Direct Declaration to 
that effect. 

‘In connection with the Jyottshioma there are laid down “ three 
Initiations,” and also the “ Sacrificial fee of a hundred and twelve” : 
and with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary together 
with the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary alone. And on this point we 
have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“In as much the Men (performing the Sacrifices) are equally 
“related to the Primary and the Subsidiaries, the Initiations and the 
“ Sacrificial Fee also pertain to all of these.| 

“ There is an initial objection to the form of the Pérvapaksha, on 
“the ground of the case of the Initiations being subject to the law 
“ enunciated in Sutra 111—vii—6. But some people support it in the 
‘following manner ; In all such actions, as the Purchase of Soma, etc., 
"we find the Agent laid down as ‘dikshiia’ (‘ Initiated’); and it is a 
“well-known fact that the Initiations serve the purpose of bringing 
“about this character of the ‘Initiated’; and this character is laid 
“down Aa an Accessory for every one of the actions ; hence the Initia- 
" tions come to be regarded as pertaining to the Primary as well as the 
"` Subsidiaries. | 

** As for the Sacrificial Fees, they serve the purpose of obtaining 

" the good services of the Priests ; and this winning of their good will 
“helps in the performance, by reason of there being a desire, on the 
part of the Master, to obtain the aid of such Priests. And hence, in 
"` accordance with the Law of the Sara 1I.—vii—7, the Fees come to be 
"related to the Performance of the Primary along with the Subsidiary 
| “Sacrifices; and hence they -must be regarded as belonging to all 
‘of these,” ` TE | | a 
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" Then again, ‘itis a perceptible fact that the Priests, obtained 
“by means of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, perform the Subsi- 
“diary Sacrifices also ; otherwise if the Feo pertained to the Primary 

only, the Priests, being paid for performing the Primary only, would 

‘not have perfořmed the Subsidiaries; while as a matter of fact we 
“find that the Master does not pay them for performing the Primary 
“ only (as that would not serve his purpose) ; hence it must be admit- 
“ ted that the Fee is related to every one of these Actions, which 
“tho Priests are made to perform by means of the payment of the 
“ Fee. This fact of the Performer being common to all the Actions 
“ will be fully explained in Adhy@ya XI. For these reasons, it must 
“hbe admitted that the Sacrificial Fee pertains to all the Sacrifices 

“(Primary as well as Subsidiary).” 


SLIDDHANTA. 


The Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice only, because of such direct declarations as—‘ Dikshah soma- 
sya,’ ‘ Dakshina somasya.’ As for the Injunction with regard to the 
‘ Initiated ’ in connection with the Subsidiaries, it must be taken as 
referring to the Person who has been ‘initiated’ at the Primary 
Sacrifice; as otherwise we would have to have recourse to a most 
useless Secondary Indication. We shall show later on (in Adhyaya 
XU) that the Fees, while really pertaining to the Primary, help in 
the Subsidiaries, only incidentally (by ‘ Prasanga’) 


Sutra (12): Also because of texts showing the absence of 
these ‘at the Subsidiaries). 


In connection with the Niriidha paguyaga we have the sentence 
‘yat shadho juhoti sa ‘sya Diksha, —which says that the factor of 
Initiation is supplied by the Shadholrihoma ; and this distinctly shows 
that there is no real Initiation at this yaga (which is a Subsidiary) . 
while if the Initiation were equally related to all—the Primary ae well 
as. the Subsidiaries,—-then we would have the real Initiation itself 
applicable to the Nirtidhapuguyaga; and there would no need of a 
makeshift as declared in the text: quoted. | 

Objection.: “ As no Initiation would, according to. 3 you, be. dief d 
` (by the Niriidhapaguyiga) the laying down of any makeshift, 
“ regard to it, would be absolutely useless, even. if it. were nob th 
a “ Subsidiary Sacrifice.” aa 3 

. Reply: This. does not affect. our SE E in ag ds as 


INITIATION | AND FEE PERTAIN TO THE PRIMARY. 1909 


at the Original Sacrifice of the Nirtidhapucuyaga, the Initiati ion, which 
was due to some other Actions, was found to be of use,—if it were to be 
wholly. absent at the Niriidhapacuyaga, by reason of this latter not 
being the means of the appearance of Initiations, there would’ be 
suspicions regard the perfect completion of this latter Sacrifice ` and 
hence there would be a distinct use for the declaration of the makeshift 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 
(The ine Altar i is not related to the Po stj 
Sätra (13): “The Altar is related to the Post.” 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma w we find the sentence—‘ Ardha- 
mantarvédi minoti, ardham vahirvédt.’ And with regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether it lays down a part of the Inner 
Altar with reference to the Post, or it only indicates that point 
where the Inner Altar meets the Outer. 

Objection: ‘In as much as the fact of the Allar pertaining to all 
“ Sacrifices has been already established (in Adhi. 3), it is not right to 
“ introduce the present Adhikarana here.’ 

Reply : The former Adhikarana should be taken as preceded by the 
present one ; because when the Altar will have been cognized, through 
Syntactical Connection, as subservient to the Post, wherefore should 
arise any question as to what the Altar is subservient. Whereas, 
when the mention of the Altar has been shown to be indicative of a 
partioular place (as is done in the present case) then naturally arises the 
question (considered in Adhi. 3) as to what the Altar is Subservient to. 

On this former question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
“ Setting aside the indication of the Context, the Altar must be 
“ regarded, through Syntactical Connection, as belonging to the Post; 
“ otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to Secondary Indica- 
“tion, And so long as we do not find any incongruity in the word 
“ «Inner Altar’ being taken in its direct primary signification, we have 
‘no reason to have recourse to Sccondary Indication.. Consequently, 
“the general declaration—‘ Jyati cakshyamahé, etc.’ being taken as 
“pertaining to the particular case of the Post, the Altar should be 
“ taken as subservient to the Post.. : 
“Or, in accordance with the previous. ‘Adhikarana (3), the ‘Altar 
së? being taken as Subservient to the Jyotishtoma together. with all its 
.“! Subsidiaries, there would arise the question as to whether,-or not it 
A7 18 subservient to the Post. Ve on ‘this: too, we would. have the 
“game Pirvdpakeha), ` , 7 SC 
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dé Objection 2? The very fact of its being subservient to all toa: 
« that itis subservient to the Post also ; and as such there can be no 
o yso in any-enquiry on this point.’ 

Reply; The Subservience to the Post. is not proved by the 
$f subservience to the subsidiaries of the J yolishtoma ; as the Post is 
d subsidiary to the Pagu-sacrifice (and not to the J: yolishtoma) ; and 
“ what has been proved in the previous Adhikarana is that the Altar 
“ig subservient to the J? yotishtoma together with its subsidiaries, and 
“not that it is so to the Pacu-sacrifice. 

‘ Objection ` ‘ It may be that the Altar is subsidiary to the Pacu. 
S Sacrifice itself, which makes it over to the subsidiaries of the Jyotish. 
d toma.” 

“ Reply: This would have been possible if the Altar, by itself, 
“ belonged to the Pacu-Sucrifice; as a matter of fact, however, it 
“ comes into this latter, through the Primary Sacrifice; and hence it 
‘‘ must be taken as resting in the Pucu-sacrifice itself (and could not be 
“ relegated to the Subsidiaries). And when it is found that an Altar 
“ is necessary at the Pacu-sacrificc, it is the Altar of the Soma-sacrifice 
"" (Jyotushtoma) that enters into it, through Implication, after having 
“ precluded the entrance of the Altar of the Darga-Pirnamasa. And 
“ this Altar of the Soma-sacrifice is used only for certain purposes in 
‘connection with the Original Primary sacrifice. The measuring of the 
“ Post spoken of in the sentence in question, is not, in any way, con- 
“ nected with the Primary sacrifice ; and as such, it could not pertain to 
“the Post. Consequently, in as much as there would be no possibility ` 
“of the. entrance of the sacrificial Altar (at the Pacu-Sacrifice), the 
‘measuring, spoken of as inner or outer, would apply to the ordinary 
“conception of place; and hence the sentence in question must be 
“taken as laying down the Inner Altar as the particular place (where 
‘the measuring of the Post is to be done) [and as such the Altar must 
“ be regarded as subservient to the Post].” 

_ To the above, we make the following reply — 
| SIDDHANTA. | 

satra (14) : “(The Sentence must be taken as laying down) 

ue a particular point (of space); because it is 

syn tactically connected with that wh ich is not. 

meant to be enjoined (according to you). i% 

~The- two words ‘ Antarvédi’ and ‘ Vahirvēdi’ indicate the middle 


z point; ‘and: the sentence does not lay down any relation of subser-, 
| Vienoy® (between - the ‘Altar and the Posi). Becnuse in àll causes’ the 
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mention of that which has already served its purpose is accepted 
as being for the sake of the specification of ‘Time and Place; and 
in the case in question we find that both the Altar and the Pos; 
have already served their purposes elsewhere. If the sentence in 
question had laid down the relation of Subservienoy, then we could take 
either the Altar to be subservient to the Post, or vice versa. As 
a matter of fact, however none of these is possible; (1) because 
each has had its requirements fulfilled ; (2) because any such relation- 
ship would involve the assumption of an imperceptible result; and 
(3) lastly, because of its occasioning a syntactical split. That is to say, 
the Post which is used for the tying of the animal does not stand in 
need of the Altar; and the Altar too, being used as the seat of the 
Performer and as the place for the keeping of the offering material 
and its accessories, does not stand in need of the Post, which occupies 
only a thousandth (very small) part of its space. Nor are these two 
capable of producing any visible effect in each other. Then again, the 
factor of ‘ Ardham vahirvédi’ cannot be meant to be enjoined; as 
according to you, it is capable of neither Injunction nor a descriptive 
Reference ; while according to you it is necessary to take this also 
as Enjoined; because until we have both (‘Ardhamantarvédi’ and 
‘Ardhamvahirveds’) distinctly enjoined, we could not get at the specifi- 
cation of the particular point in the Post (i.e. the point where the Inner 
meets the Outer Altar). Specially as (according to you) the whole of 
the Post being recognised as to be measured cither inside or out, the 
sentence ‘Ardhamantarvédi ’ serves to enjoin the measuring of half of 
it as to be done at the Inner Altar; and then the measuring of the 
second half being doubtful, the other sentence could not but be taken 
as serving the. same purpose with regard to this other half; and thus 
there being a multiplicity of objects enjoined, there would be a distinct 
Syntactical Split ; and also there would be the further complication of 
connecting the verb ‘ Minoli’ both ways; and lastly, a part will have 
to be taken as a mere descriptive reference to what already exists. 
Objection: ‘The connection of one half of the Post with the 
“« Inner Altar having been enjoined by the former sentence, there 
“ being no Injunction with regard to the other half, it would come 
“to be dealt with at the Outer Altar.” ; 
Reply : This would have been the case if there were a possibility 
of the Post being dealt with either at the Inner Altar, or at the 
Outer Altar, exclusively. That is to say, if the whole of it. were 
-coguised as to be dealt with at the Inner Altar, then ‘the mention 
of the other half over. again would serve to preelude thé other. half 


INNER ALTAR NOT RELATED TO POST. (Ok 


from the Inner Altar, and connect it with the Outer one; and 
conversely, if the whole were cognised as to be doalt with at the 
Outer Altar, the mention over again of the other half would connect 
this with the Inner Altar, to the preclusion of the Outer one. Asa 
matter of fact, however, we find neither of these to be the case: and 
hence the sentence ‘ Ardhamanlarvédi’ must be taken as‘ Ardhaman- 
tarvedyéva’ (' half of it is dealt with at the Inner Altar only’), and 
not as ‘Ardhaméva antarvedi’ (‘ only half is to be dealt with at the 
Inner Altar *). And thus nothing definite being known with regard to 
the other half, this latter could, sometimes, be dealt with at the Inner 
Altar also; and hence there could be no dealing with the Outer Altar 
exclusively. 

Objection: “In case the whole of the Post be dealt with at 
“the Inner Altar, we could not have the Injunction in the form of 
“< Ardham, etc.” (which mentions only ‘ one half’). 

Reply: Why could we not have it in this form, when what it 
lays down is the fact of one half of the Post being dealt with 
always at the Inner Altar, while it docs not preclude the Outer 
Altar (with regard to the other half). : 

For these reasons we conclude that both the sentences together 
lay down a particular point of space, qualified by both (the Inner 
and the Outer Altar),—i.c. the point where the one meets the 
other—(as the place where the Post is to be dealt with). And 
in this manner, there would be no Syntactical Split. 


ADHIKARANA (7). 
[The Havirdhana is not subsidiary to the Saimidheni.] 


Sütra (15): In as much as the Havirdhana Carts 
tare mentioned in the sentence--' Samidhénistada 
“nvahuh’—they must be regarded as subservient 
“to the Samidhénis.” 


In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence ‘UE yat 
sunvanti Samidhénistadanvahuh’ (the meaning of which is that ‘out 
of the two Havirdhana carts that one should be connected with the 
Samidhénis neat which the Soma pounding is done’), And with regard 
to this we have the same Question, the same processes of reasoning and 
the same conclusion as in the previous Adhikarana. [That is to say, 
the question being as to whether the sentence lays down the Havirdhang 
as subsidiary to the Samidhénts, the sense being that ‘ the Samidhént 
verses are to be recited as qualified by the Havirdhina,’ or the men- 
tion of the Havirdhana only marks out the place for the recitation of 
the Samidhenis,—we have the former alternative as the Pérvapuksha, 
and the latter as the Siddhanta. | 

Objection : ** Under the circumstances, why should not the present 
“ case have been included in the previous Adhikarana ?” 

Reply : Because in the present case the two alternatives are not 
distinctly mentioned. That is to say, in the present case we do not 
find that the factor in question is ‘enjoinable ’ for us, and ‘not e reg 
ble’ for our opponent. 

“Question: “ In that case, how do you establish E Siddhanta ?” 

Answer : In the following manner : 


Siitra (16): (The sentence must be taken as laying down: mere 
place; as the Hauvirdhina serves a A A vee 
pur pose for the Soma. d , 


SM As a matter of fact we. find that. the Havirdhdna has its use 
justified ‘by its serving the purpose of holding the. Soma. . Ae for 
‘the Samidhéni verses, the purpose that they serve is already known 
‘to consist of the kindling of the fire at the Original Primary: Sacrifice ; 
ond hence | these too: de" ‘not ‘stand in need of any “relation ef sub- 
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servienoy (between the Ha virdhana and the Samidhanis). Then again, 
if we. were to take the sentence, which lays down a particular 
relationship of Havirdhana, as indicating its capability of a general 
relationship,—then, we would have the same Syntactical Split that we 
found in’ the Agnéyyadhikarana (I1--iii—25). If we were to avoid 
this Syntactical. Split by taking the generat relationship to be implied 
by the. Particular,—then we would be faced by the fact of there 
being no Apparent Inconsistency of the general relationship, which 
is got at by the method of the Siddhänta (and thus in absence of this 
Apparent Inconsistency nothing could justify the said implication 
of the general by the Particular). That is to say, any one of the 
two Havirdhana carts are recognised as making a place in connection 
with the original Sacrifice, (and in this way the said general relation- 
ship is duly established) ; and hence it becomes a comparatively easy 
matter for the sentence to lay down merely the specialisation of that 
relationship. For this reason also, we must take the sentence as 
indicating the place. 


Sätra (11): The name also points to the same fact (as 


The name ‘ Havirdhana’ can apply to that which serves no 
other purpose than the holding (of the Soma); and hence the Havr- 
dhana cart comes to be regarded as belonging to the Soma ; otherwise 
(if the cart were related to the Samidhénis) we would have the name 
‘ Samidhénidhana.’ 


ADHIKARANA (8) | 
[The Subsidiary Sacrifices are to be performed through others. ] 


Sütra (18): “ In as much as the Result laid down per- 
“tains to the actual Performer,—as pointed out by 
“the Scripture,—the Result could accrue only when 
“the performance would be done by the Master 
“himself.” 

Henceforward we shall treat of the question of contradiction, 
or otherwise, of Name to the other five (Direct Declaration and 
the rest),—the main question to be dealt with being, in what way 
such names as ‘ Hota,’ ‘hautram’ and the like serve the purpose 
of pointing out the particular Performers and Actions. But before 
taking up this question, we first take up an introductory discussion ; 
because it is only when we have many such Performers (at a Sacrifice), 
as the Hoty and the like, that we can have any discussion as to 
how they are to be employed at the Sacrifice. For if all the actions in 
connection with the Sacrifice were to be done by the Master himself, 
then there would be no room for other performers; and hence there 
could be no occasion for a discussion as to the compatibility or other- 
wise of the fact of certain Names indicating the fact of certain other 
persons performing certain actions in connection with the Sacrifice. 

As the basis of this Discussion, we can take such Sacrifices 
as the Darca-Pirnamasa and the like, which lead to distinct results, 
and at which certain Sacrificial Fees are given. And in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to~(A) whether all actions are 
to be done by the Master himself; (B) or it is the Primary action 
alone that has to be performed always by himself (while the others 
might be performed by himself, or by others): (C) or, the Primary 
must necessarily be done by the Master, the rest are to. be as 
_ necessarily done by others (and never by the Master himself). 

On this question, we have the following— : 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


: wif ÀN the actions ghould be done by the Master himself ; tere 
D the Almantpada ending (in the word ' Yajéla’) found i in the Infune- 
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“tion of the Performance of the Sacrifice as a whole, distinctly shows 
“that it is the Person desiring the result that is the Performer in 
“connection with the Bhavana (of the Sacrifice as a single whole) 
« with all its accessories ; and hence if he should leave off the perform- 
“ance of the slightest action, he would not receive the aid that 
“that action would be calculated to impart; and (inasmuch as this 
“would create an imperfection in the final Result) it is necessary 
“that it should be performed by himself. Then again, of the 
“Result that is being brought about (by means of the Sacrifice), 
“it is the Master that is spoken of as the ‘Producer,’ ‘ Prompter.’ 
“Then as for the names ‘ Hoty’ and the like, they belong to the 
“ Master himself, as performing the several actions in course of the 
“ Sacrifice,—in accordance with the Law of the Sutra (Il11—vii—23).” 


PURVAPAKSHA (B). 


Sutra (19): It is only the Primary Action that must 
“be performed by the Master; while as for the Sub- 
“sidiaries of that Primary, they could be per- 
“formed either by the Master, or by some other 
sé Person.” 


“The affix (Atmanépada), appearing after the Root which signifies 
“the Primary Sacrifice only, points out that Sacrifice alone as to be 
“ performed by the person desiring the Result (i.c. the Master); as for 
“ the other Sacrifices (the Subsidiaries) it indicates the mere accomplish- 
‘ment, without pointing to the necessity of their being performed 
“by any particular person. Consequently these latter might be per. 
“formed either by the Master, or by the Priests (there being no res- 
“ triction as to who should perform them). 

“ Objection: ‘Inasmuch as it is necessary for the Subsidiaries 
“‘to be performed by the same Person as the Primary, we must regard 
‘‘ the Master himself as the performer of these also.’ 

-` “ Reply: Not so; because in regard to the Subsidiaries, the 
“ Master is spoken of as the ‘ Performer,’ on account of his being the 
“ Director of their performance. If the (mental) ‘ giving away of the 
‘materials (in connection with the Subsidiaries also) were done by 

“somebody else, there would be nothing that would be done be the 
“ Master; and hence this much is always done by him. And when 
“he has: done this much, if he gets the other details performed by 

“ee persons paid for their services, he does not pora lose the © 

a ve Prec ter of the ‘ Performer.’ | É 
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“ Some people offer the following explanation: ‘The Atmantpada 
“always denotes the operation of the. Director (and not that of the 
“ Performer). That is to say, the Atmantpada ending, which is laid 

‘down as to be used in the case of the result of Actions pertaining to 
“the actual Performer of that Action, has always the sense of the 
“ Causative (yajeta-yajayatt),—its denotation consisting in the payin g 
“for the services that the other person is directed to render. Thus it 
“is that, in the case of actions performed by persons directed to do 
“ them, Se find the Parasmai pada, expression yajanti yajakah ; while 
‘in the case where what is meant to be expressed is only the operation 
‘Sof the Director, we have the Atmané pada ex presalgn yajatë 
“ yajamānah.’ 

“This explanation, however, is not admissible ; because if such 
-were the case, then the Primary Sacrifice also would, somehow or 
“other, have to be performed through others; as the Master would 
“not obtain the Result of that which he would perform himself (as on 
‘account of the special explanation of the Atmantpada. the Results 
“accruing to him would be only those of the Actions of which he would 
“be the Director, and not the Performer). Then again, if the Master 
‘should perform the Primary Sacrifice, such performance would be 
“aided and prompted by the operations of the Priests; and as such 
“the Parasmatpada expressing the operations of the Priests, as 
"7 prompting the Action of the Master, should have to be taken in 
*‘ the sense of the Causative, —and not the Atmanépada word (express- 
“ ing the operation of the Master himself). Consequently, it is on the 
‘strength of the former explanation, that we conclude that the Actions 
“ other than the Primary, could be done either by the Master himself. 
“ or by other persons engaged by him. 

But in that case also, it will be necessary to explain, Bee it is 
“ that the Bhavana being expressed by the (Injunctive) Affix, and 
“ recognised, through Proximity, as to be performed by the person 
“ desiring the Result (the Nominative, as well.as the Bhavana, is denoted 
“by the affix, and hence the proximity),—the Nominative agency (with 
“regard to the accomplishment of this Bhavana) is restricted to the 
" Instrumental factor (of the yaga) only. ` 

“In view of this difficulty, we must explain as follows : The 
Ka Atmanépada does not lay down the. fact of the Action being per- 
“ formed ‘by the Person desiring the Result ; as the Person, who becomes 
17 related to the Result; is one the fact of whose being the Performer is 
- implied by the Bhavana ` cand. hence. the Result could not betake ite 
1 ae to any person other than the actual Performer ; but at.the: ‘game 
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det tinie, there could be no incongruity in certain actions being done by- 

“ persons other than the one who desires the Result. And this absence 
“ of incongruity shows that with regard to the Subsidiaries there is no 
“ restriction as to their being performed either by the Master himself 
“or by other persons engaged by him. S 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (20): Other persons would perform (the Subsi- 
diaries) ; because of the declaration of ‘ Purchase’ 
(‘Payment for services to be rendered '),—which could not 
apply to the Master himself, 


_ We find the Veda laying down the gifts of the ‘ Anvaharyu,’ the 
‘hundred and twelve,’ etc., etc., as fees paid for services rendered in 
connection with Sacrifices,-as will be fully explained under Sūtra 
‘Partkrayartham vā karmasamyogat’ (X—ii—23). The ‘Purchase’ 
(‘ Payment ’) is, by its very nature, done with regard to another Person, 
and not to one’s self; as it is not possible for payment to be made to 
one’s self. Consequently, if, at sometime, the Master himself should 
perform the Subsidiaries,—-there could be no ‘ Payment for services ’ in 
that case, as any such would be an absolute impossibility ; and this 
would be a direct infringement of the Injunction of this ‘ Payment ' 
as & necessary factor in connection with the Subsidiaries. Hence with 
a view to preserve the universality and necessary character of this 
Injunction, it is absolutely necessary to get hold of such Performers 
(for the Subsidiaries) as are capable of being paid for the Services they 
would render. And thus it must be admitted that in certain cases (i.e. 
those of the Primary Sacrifices) the Master would perform directly by 
himself, while in others (i.e. those of the Subsidiaries) he would per- 
form, indirectly (having them performed by others), by paying for 
their services. | 
As. for the Atmanzpada, it should bo taken as resting in the 
Bhavana connected with the said ‘ Payment for services’; and hence 
there could be no incongruity in the Result of the Actions pertaining to- 
a. Performer such as has been just pointed out (as performing some 
actions: directly, and others indirectly through others). 


 ADHIKARAŅNA (9). 
[The number of the Priests engaged at Sacrifices is limited. ] 


Stitra (21): “The number of the performers would beim- 
“nlied by the nature of the Action itself; and hence 
“there can be no specification of the exact number ; 

“specially as no special purpose could be served by 
“such specification.” 
[On the question of the exact number of Persons to be engaged 
for the performance of the Subsidiaries, we have the following]— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ As the ‘ Purchase ° could be done by the engagement of one as 
‘ well as two Priests, hence there can be no restriction as to the number 
“ of such Priests. | 

“ Or again, the fact of having the same performer as the enjoyer of 
“ the Result being found, through co-extensiveness and the Atmanepadu 
“ affix, to be applicable to the performance of the Sacrifice as a whole, 
“we can set aside only that much of this fact, as would be necessary 
“for the due observance of the Injunction of ‘ Purchase.” And as 
“ this Injunction would be duly observed by a single Person perform- 
“ing any one of the Actions (for ‘ payment’), we cannot set aside 
“any more than that.” 

SIDDHANTA. : 
Sittra (22): There should be only as many performers 
as there are actions with names (indicating special per- 
formers); because of the direct declaration de every 
one of them being different. 

Inasmuch as the Injunction that we have is that of the Bhavana 
connected with Actions whose performers are distinctly pointed out by 
means of different names,—-it should also be taken as laying down that 
there should be an engagement (or appointment) of as many Priests a8 
there are such names. ‘hat isto say just as the Name serves the pur- 
pose of differentiating Actions,—as shown under Sutra 1l—ii—22, —~BO 
wold it also serve to differentiate the Performers ; and hence it must 
be admitted that the number of the Priests to be engaged snows be the 
same as that of the names (of Actions). : 
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Site (23): Objection: “ A single person could be taken 

“(as the Performer of all the Actions); as the namer in- 

' & dicate a diversity of actions only (and not of the Per- 
“formers).” 


| “The names are found to apply to Persons, as employed in certain 
“definite operations, and not by ordinary convention; and hence, 
“like the Pong, etc., they are always to be taken as characterised by 
“these operations. And hence, the names ‘Hoty’ and the rest, 
“ being similar to the word ‘ pacaka,’ etc., they could apply to one and 
“the same person, as performing the various Actions (indicated 
“by these Names); and as such there could be no diversity of 
“ Performers (on the ground of the diversity of Names).’’ 


Stitra (24); Reply: Not so; as (the Performers are distinctly 
mentioned) du. the Originative Injunctions (of the 
Actions, prior to the actual appearance of the Actions them- 
selves). 


If the Names in question were found, either at the time of 
the actual engagement in the Action, or after such engagemont, 
then, in that case, they may not serve to differentiate the Performers. 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Appointment, being 
of such persons as are sitting unemployed consists of a request to 
take up the performance of a certain action ; and it is in connection 
with these Appointments, that we find the Names (of Priests) men- 
tioned,—e.g. in the sentences ‘ Brahmanam vrnila, ‘Holaram vrnita, 
and so forth. And at this juncture we do not find any other reason 
(than the diversity of Performers) for the diversity of these names ; 
and then again, the Appointments too, laid down in the aforesaid 
Sentences, are to be taken as distinct and diverse,—according to 
the Sutras I1--ii—2, and 1]—ii—23. And on account of the diversity 
of these Appointments, we must admit of a diversity among those 
that. are appointed; and hence the number of the Priests appointed 
should be regarded to be the same as that of the Appointments. 
Then, as for the Names, in as much as they are not found to 
apply to the Persons, before the Appointments, as they are used as 
well-established names only after the Appointments have been made, 
it must be admitted that the Names are due to (and based upon) these 
Appointments only. And it is only natural that a diversity of the 
Cause (Appointment) should give rise to a diversity in the effects 
(the, Appointed Priests). 8 8 

-Then again, inasmuch as the Appointment of a Priest ‘serves 
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only a visi ible purpose. (and does not bring about any transcendenta] 
results), several Appointments could not be made with regard to 
one and the same person ` because one who has been once appointed 
(engaged for service) need not be appointed over again. Then again, in 
as much as the various persons, laid down in the originative Injunc- 
tion, as to be Appointed, can neither be rejected, nor taken as 
optional alternatives, nor as all at once conjointly,—one sentence 
(laying down the appointment of a certain person) could not be 
connected with the Person appointed in accordance with another 
Sentence ; and for this reason also, the Appointments must be regard 
ed as distinct and diverse. 

Then again, we find all these Appointments. laid down simul- 
taneously by the Sentence laying down the performance of the Sacrifice 
as a whole,—just like the Holdings of the various Vessels dedicated to 
Indra, Vayu and the rest. And the mention of these appointments 
means the mention of all the Priests (appointed). And thus it is 
established that there should be as many distinct Priests as there are 
Appointments. 

The Bhashya says— Tasmadéshim varant sankirtanam, na 
vidhih. But this statement does not seem to be quite proper: 
as there could be no restriction (of number) with regard to those 
Appointments that are not enjoined. Nor could this justify out 
taking all the Sentences (‘ Brahmainam vynita, ‘ Hotaram vrnila,’ 
etc.), as syntactically connected, and leading to a result in the shape 
of the cognition of the Number—which is obtainable by the much 
easier method of taking the Sentences collectively. Consequently 
it must be admitted that the Number is laid down, at the very outset, 
by the Injunction of the Appointments themselves, as following in 
the wake of these (Appointments); and there is no use of differen- 
tiating the Number (from the Appointments). | 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
[The Camasidhvaryus are distinct Priests. | 


Sütra (26): The Caumasadhvaryus are different (from the 
aforesaid Priests): because of their being named as 
such. | 


[At the Jyolishtoma, we have certain priests called the ‘ Camasa- 
dhvaryus’; and with regard to these there arises the question as 
to whether these are included among the Priests dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarana,—the Hoty, eto., or they are distinct from them. | 

And on this question we have the following 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as they are named ‘ Adhvaryus,’ they must regarded 
“to be the Appointed Adhvaryu priests themselves, as connected 
“with the Cups (Camasas).” 


SIDDHANTA. 
To the above we make the following reply :— 


(1) Inasmuch as all Names are based upon distinctness,—(2) 
as the Camasidhvaryus are mentioned as equally distinct from all the 
other Priests,—-(3) as there is a distinct Appointment laid down for 
these Camasidhvaryus—they must be regarded as distinct from those 
other Priests, as shown on a proweus occasion. 

: Though, in reality, the Camasadhvaryus are appointed by. the 
Master himself, yet, they are spoken of as ‘ appointed by the Principal 
Priosts,’ because of their being subordinate to these latter. | 


ADHIKARANA (11) 
[There should be a plurality of Camasadhvaryus.| 


Sütra (26): They must be regarded as many; because of 
their being spoken of as many, in the Originative 
Injunction, | 
[With regard to the Camasadhvaryus there arises the question 

as to whether it is necessary that there should be many of them, or 

it may be that there may be either one or two, or many of them. 

And the latter alternative being the Pūrvapaksha view, we have the 

former as the Siddhania, on the ground of their being spoken of, in 

the Originative Injunction, as ‘ Camasadhvaryavah,’ in the Plural.] 


ADHIK ARANA (12). 
[The number of Camasadhvaryus must be Ten only.] 


Sütra (21): Their number should be Ten; because oj 
Indications to that effect. 


On the question of the number of Camasadhvaryus. we have the 
following— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 


‘< There being no restriction as to the exact number of the many, 
“we must accept their number to be Three only, in accordance with 
“ the Sūtra ‘ Prathamam va niyamyéta " (XI-—i—43).” 


© 


SIDDHANTA. 


In connection with the Dacapéya Sacrifice, which is a modifica- 
tion of the Jyotishtoma, we have a reference to the Camasadhvaryus as 
being ‘Ten’ in number; and from this we conclude that at the 
original Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma) also Ten of them are appointed. 
And further, the fact of these being Ten is always shown by the 
number of Possessors of the Cups, as well as of the Cups themselves, 
being Ten only. 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 
[The Gamitr priest is not distinct from the Principal Priests. ] 


Sutra (28): "Te Camitr is different from the others, 
“because of a distinct name being applied to him.” 


[With regard to the Camity priest, there arises the question as to 
whether he is included among the Priests enumerated before, or he is 
distinct from them. And on this question we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


S ismah as he is spoken of by means of a distinct word 

“< Cumitā, he must be regarded as distinct from the rest. (2) Then 

“again, in as much as the mention of the Çamitr is found to cause an 

“ increase in the number of Priests, he must be regarded as a distinct. 

‘Priest. (3) Lastly, we find the sentence—Klomava........ yadya- 

“brahmanah syat,’—which shows that the fact of the Camityr Priest 

“being a Brahmana is doubtful ; and uo such doubt could be possible 

‘if he were one of the Principal Priests (as these are all always 
a Brithmanas—V ide Sutra XIl—iv—41, et seq). ] 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sätra (29): (He is distinct from the rest) because of the Con- 
text; specially as the name does not appear in the 
"Originative Injunction. 


It is only when a Name appears in the originative Injunction 

that it serves the purposes of differentiation; and as a matter of 
fact we do not find the name ‘ Qamitr’ appearing in any such 
Injunction ; ; and consequently this name must be regarded as another 
name for one of the previously enumerated Priests, applied to him. on 
account of his performing some action other than his prenions i one 
(as shown in Suba IlI —vii—?23). 
_ Objection; “ In the course of action we find that the Camity holds 
<t the neck of the animal, at the time that all the other Priests are 
“busy performing other appointed. duties : and for. this Jeason he 
‘must be regarded as distinct from these latter.” ` _ | 
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Reply: This does not affect our case ` because the neck of the 
animal could be held by any one of the Priests that may, at that time, 
have nothing else to do; specially as, at that time, we do not find 
all the Priests to be engaged; this will be explained in detail under 
Suira—‘ Itaramanyastésham yato viceshah syat.’ 

Then, as for the indications of the expression ‘ yadyabrahmanak 
etc., that cannot prove what is held by the Pūrvapaksha, as there is 
absolutely no chance of any but Brakmanas officiating at Sacrifices; and 
hence the expression cannot but be taken as referring to the Master 
of the Sacrifice (the sense being that ‘if the Master of the Sacrifice 
happen to be a Non-Brahmana, cte., etc. Specially as on account 
of the duties of the Çamiir being mentioned in the Context of those of 
the Master, they could never be recognised as belonging a Non- 
Brahmana. It might be argued that—“ the duties of the Cumitr 
consisting of the killing of the animal, they could not be accepted 
by the Brihmana.” But the same might be said with regard to 
the Non-Brahmana also (who may be as unwilling to do the Killing). 
In fact, the Non-Brahmana has not many remedies available for 
clearing himself of the sin attaching to him by reason of the killing ; 
and he would be more liable the Sin (and as such much more unwilling 
to do the act). For these reasons, we conclude that, just as the 
Çüdra (and other Non-Brihmanas) are forced to do such actions, 
even against their will,—in the same manner, the Brahmana, won over 
by various gifts, would do them ; and thore would be no incongruity 
in this. 8 

` In fact it is for these reasons (of the Priest having to perform 
questionable actions) that the Priestly Duties are spoken of depre- 
catingly. 


ADHIKARANA (14). 
(The Upaga Priest is not distinct from the others. ] 


Sütra (30): The Upugas too are not distinct from the. 
rest: because of Indications to that effect. 
[We have the sentence—‘ Na adhvaryurupajayét,’ which prohibits 
the Adhvarya officiating as the Upaga; and this shows that the duties 


of the Upaga are to be performed by one out of. these Principal 
Priests themselves. | 


ADHIKARANA (15). 
{The Seller of Soma is distinct from the Priests.] 


Stitra (31): The Seller is a distinct person; because the 
Action (of selling) is not directly enjoined (in the 
Veda). 

[The Pirvapaksha is that the Soma-vendor must be regarded 
as one of the Principal Priests, as he is spoken of along with them. 
The Siddhanta is that he is a totally different person; because his 
action is not enjoined. ] 


ADHIKARANA (16). 


[The Name ‘ Rtvik’ does not apply to all the persons engaged 
at the Sacrifice. ] 


Sutra (32): “ Inasmuch as the Action is performed bij 
— “all, the name ‘ Rtvik? applies to all equally.” 
[The question being as to whether all the Persons, that, are spoken 
of as engaged in connection with the performance of the Jyotishioma, 
are ‘ Riviks’ or only a few among them].—we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The word ‘ Rivek,’ being laid down as an arbitrary form (in. 
“ Paénini’s Sūtra ITI—ii—59), is used in the sense afforded by the 
rr Prefixed word, the Root and the Affix, collectively,—t.e. the word 
“is explained as ‘ Riauyajanti yë iè Rivijah’ (‘those who perform 
“Sacrifices at appointed seasons’). And if the application of the 
“name ‘Rivik’ were based solely upon this fact (of performing 
"7 Sacrifices at a certain time), then it could not but be regarded as 
“ applying equally to all the persons engaged in the Sacrifice ` and as 
‘ such all of them would be Hiviks (or Priests). And for this reasons 
“the mention of the Number of ‘ Four,’ ‘ Five,’ ‘ Six,’ ‘Seventeen,’ 
“ etc., with regard to these, must be taken as mere Arthavada, meant 
‘to show that there are many parts of the Sacrifice (performed 
“ by various numbers of Priests).’’ = 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (33): Tt cannot be so; because of the preclusion (of 
others besides the Seventeen). 


The expression ‘ Parisankhyanat’ in the Satra hae been explained 
by the Bhashya as referring to the fact of the sentence ‘ Saptadaga 
Rivijah’ being a Preclusive Injunction. There being. a possibility 
of the Seventeen persons, as well as the others, being. engaged (as 
Priests), the repetition of ‘Seventeen ” could not. have been made 
simply- for. the purpose of laying. down that number; | ín fadt ib is 
fe the purpose of indicating. the absence - of others. "besides . the 
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an ‘In all. cases, we find that whenever two iiig are spoken 
of as bearing some sort of a relationship to each other, the following 
three ‘factors are therein involved : (1) the mere forms of the things ; 

(2) their mutual connection ; and (3) the preclusion of a third thing ; 
and a sentence is always meant to convey the idea of one of these 
factors (according to the wish of the speaker). And in a case where 
either the’ form of the things or their mutual connection is not 
meant to be expressed, (as in the case in question), we cannot but 
take the Injunction as serving the purpose of precluding the things. 
other than those mentioned. And such cases of Preclusion are 
supe free from the aforesaid three Objections (of Svarthaparityaga., 

, pointed out as applying to Preclusions); because the direct 
EECH of the declaration (the mere laying down of ‘Seventeen 
Rtviks’) cannot be accepted as the object of Injunction by this 
sentence; as they have been already enjoined clsewhere; and 
hence as we did not take it to be an Injunction of what it implies 
(Ge, the Preclusion of others besides the Seventeen), the Injunction 
itself would become absolutcly meaningless. 

The Opponent however still accepts the performance of the 
Sacrifice to be the sole condition of the application of the name 
` Riek": and hence concludes that whoever may be found to fulfil 
that condition must be spoken of as ‘Rivik’; it is with a view 
to all this. that we have the passage in the Bhashya “ Nunu prati- 
shidhyainyéshvapt, ete.” 

In replying to this, the Siddhanti begins with showing that it 
is the Action that is denied. That is to say, in all cases, the form of 
the Agent being incapable of being denied, it is only his action 
or functioning that is denied; for instance, the sentence, ‘he is 
not my. son’ simply means that ‘he does not perform the duties 
of a son.’ And in the same manner, in the case in question, the denial, 
Hat is made with regard to others besides the ‘seventeen, must 
be taken to be a denial of the fact of these other persons functioning 
(tow ards the accomplishment of the Sacrifice),—and not that of the 
mere existence of these other persons. 
 .At-might be argued that—‘‘it is the fact of being appointed 
“that. 4s the condition or basis of the applicatoin of the name; 

“and as such the citing of the instance of the uneiions pertaining to 
È the Rivik is wholly irrelevant.” 
| But. itis not so ; because, in accordance with this theory, the uso. of 
Ve word ( Rivik Ji is EES solely Ke er SE Geen i S 
: thee functions, ee Eee $ 
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Says the Opponent: “ How could the persons ‘performing the 
“ sacrifice at particular seasons’ be denied to be ‘Riviks’? That is to say, 
“inasmuch as there can be no denial of the mere existence of these 
“ persons, the functions too cannot be very easily denied.” 

With a view to offer the correct reply, the Siddhanti begins with 
the declaration—In that case the word ‘Rtvik’ comes to be of two 
kinds—one based upon the ‘ performance of Sacrifices at particular 
seasons,’ and another upon Appointment, etc. The sense of this is 
that if the application of the word ‘ Rivik’ were dependent upon its 
literal etymological meaning (‘one who performs sacrifices at certain 
seasons,’) then, in that case, it could not but apply to all the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. As a matter of fact however, its application 
is found to be conditioned by certain purificatory rites and these 
‘rites’ are none other than the Appointment and the offering oj 
certain gifts; and hence those persons, who, while performing the 
functions (of sacrifice at particular seasons), bave not had these 
purificatory rites done to them, cannot be spoken of as ‘ Riviks.’ 
And as a matter of fact we find that the Master of the Sacrifice 
appoints, and offers the gifts, to only Seventeen persons; and conse- 
quently, we could explain the repetition of ‘ Seventeen Riviks’ as 
a descriptive reference, only if we accepted the application of the 
name ‘Rtvik’ to be based upon these two facts (of Appointment 
and Gifts); otherwise this repetition would come to be a partial 
descriptive reference to the «Seventeen Riviks,’ in a form that would 
not be quite true. Consequently the word could not have an unduly 
extensive application (if it were based upon the aforesaid two facts of 
Appointment and Gift). . 

Objection: "In that case, we would have a most undesirable 
" mutual interdependence,—inasmuch as we would have the Appoint- 
“ment and the giving of gifts, of those that are Riviks; and these 
“ would be regarded as ‘ Riviks,’ who would receive these RPO ee 

and Gifts.” — 

Reply: This does not affect our position; because at the very 
outset, we are at once faced by the declaration—‘ Those that are 
Riviks are to be appointed and offered the gifts’; but when it 
is found that the Riviks are not so well known in ordinary parlance. 
as the Tree, ete., then we come to understand that ‘the Riviks are 
to be created by Appointment’ just as in the case of the sentence— 
‘weave a piece of cloth out of this yarn,’ in as much as it is only 
‘by weaving that the Cloth is made, we have the mme Cloth ’ 
used in view of something that e ët to come, and yet there is 
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nothing ge tionable in this,- sso too we would have in the case 
in question. 

_.. ‘The same reasoning holds respecting sentences—‘ Adhvaryum 
ovules: ele? which lay down the appointment of particular Rtvik. 

Thus alone could. we justify the Accusative ending in connection 
with the Riviks that are being appointed. As for the Appointment, 
ete., bringing about the Rtviks that would perform the sacrifices. 
it would be serving a distinctly visible purpose, just like the Laying of 
fire (which serves the purpose of bringing in the Sacrificial Fire), 
And it is in view of the order of sequence among the Vedic texts 
bearing on the question, that we come to speak of the Riviks as 
‘ereated by Appointment’; and hence this statement cannot be 
regarded as wholly unknown. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not proper to reject the 
well-recognised fact of the application of the name ‘ Riviks’ being 
based upon the ‘performance of Sacrifices at particular seasons,’ 
on the mere ground of the word being laid down (by Panini) as 
an ‘ arbitrary form.’ Then again, in as much as the ‘ Appointment’ 
and ‘the giving of gifts’ are formed, as related to the well-known 
Riviks, to be directly laid down with reference to those Rtviks,—it is 
not right to subvert the natural order of sequence of the sentences (by 
taking ue „Btviks’ as to be ‘created by the appointment and the 
Gift) Sir the argument that, until they are known, the ‘ Rtviks’ 
Kä ber tinderg any purificatory ritcs,—the same may be said 
of the ‘Appointment’ also; aa no person could comprehend an 
Injunction where he would be told to do something which he 
does not. know. In fact even while the Appointment would be in 
course of operation, the name ‘ ivik’ could not be recognised as 
based upon that Appointment. If, however, it be held that the 
ftvike are known by means of the particular order of sequence among 
the Vedic texts, then, in that case, the purificatory rites (of Appoint- 
ment, etc.) could be very easily cognised as pertaining to the Riviks 
duly known by the said means. One who is making the Appointment 
has’ the following idea present in his mind at the time: ‘The Rtviks 
are entities that are well known in the Veda; but for me they are 
created by means of Appointment; as prior to this Appointment, 
no-one has recognised them as.‘ Riviks.’ Or, we might go even far- — 
ther. . and declare that for the Appointer also, the Riviks have already | 
a. prior existence, in the general shape (of the Class ‘ Rtvik’). It 
is the case with every thing that in whatever particular form it 
may. be known, i it helps in the SSES all the same; specially” 


gp |. E Ska 
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as it is not EH for a thing to be known, all a once, in all its 
forms, : 

Thus then, we come to the following ae sis of the matter under 
consideration ` (1) ‘Those that perform the Sacrifices at particular 
seasons, and. who perform the Duties of the Adhvaryava, etc., are 
Rtviks’; (2) ‘Those that are capable of such performance are such 
persons, as those devoid of capability are not entitled to. the perform- 
ance of any action; (3) in as much as this does not- give us any 
definite idea, we come to take them to be ‘those that- are obtained 
by means of Appointment’; (4) then again, ‘those to whom the gifts 
are given, And it is through all these grades that we arrived at the 
real denotation of the word ‘Rivik.’ Thus we find that though 
the original denotation of the word consisted of ‘one who performs 
Sacrifices at various seasons,’ yet in as much as this is found to 
be inadmissible, it goes on being specialised, until we come to one 
that is admissible and compatible with the rest of the Context ; 
and hence the character of the ‘ Riviks'’ must be regarded as a duly 
established entity, even prior to its being created (by the Appoint- 
ment). 

Then again, we should like to know whether the Appointment 
and the gift create the Rtvike themselves, or the character of the 
‘Rtvtk. As for the former, they have. been already created or 
produced by their parents, and as such do not require to De produced 
again. And as for the character of ‘ Rivik,’ it consists ofa particular 
capability, which is brought about by study and hearing of the Veda: 
and as such this too does not require to be brought about again. 
we shall show, under the Sutra I1l—viii—4, that the Master does 
not create the capabilities of the Priests. Specially as in all cases 
what is created or produced is what does not exist already; and 
with regard to the Riviks all that is non-existent, prior to the 
Appointment, is their being won over to perform the actions ae 
with the Sacrifice. 

_ Objection : “ The Character of ` Rivik " also does not: exist with 

“ regard to the particular persons concerned.” | 
- ` Reply: True; but that character we do not find to SH produced, 
even after the. Appointments Tf it be urged that whatever is 
produced by the Appointment is. the Character of.‘ Rivik, '_-then, 
that. would be nothing else besides their being won over. Nor is 
Ee Rtik-character an. imperceptible entity; as that. alone oan be 
_tegarded as imperceptible whose functions. are found to be so... The 
“#anetions. ofthe: Reif, which. consist of the. accomplishment of the 
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Action, are’ quite perceptible ` and how could this perceptible effect. 
he brought about by means of an imperceptible agency ? Specially 
as-all that is found to bring about the accomplishment of the action 
is quite perceptible,—in the shape of Brahmanahood and the rest. 
The only imperceptible element that there is (i.e. Apūrva), is taken 
up, through the context, by the sentence laying down the performance 
of the action as a whole; and as such it is found to help directly 
in Ehe Action, and not in the bringing about of the character of 
the Rtviks (Adhvaryu and the rest), Nor is this imperceptible 
element (of the Apūrva) produced by means of the Appointment 
or Rewarding of the Riviks; and hence these two (the Appointment 
and the Gifts) cannot be regarded as the basis (of tho elgpiicaon 
of the word ‘ Rivik’). 

As for the Ahavamya, etc., on the other hand, (1) in as much 
as their production is not spoken of in the (present) Context,—(2) 
as the help that they accord is always of the imperceptible (or transcen- 
dental) character,—(3) and as the purifications laid down for them 
are all such as pertain to them before they have been brought into 
existence,—it is only right that they should be spoken of as "to 
be produced.’ Then again, in the case of these consecrated Fires, the 
Homa and other actions do not stand in need of a substrate to hold the 
materials that are offered; and hence it must be admitted that the 
presence of these consecrated Fires brings about a certain transcen- 
dental result; and as such a result could not be obtained from the 
ordinary Fire, we require, for the fulfilment of that result, the imper- 
ceptible (transcendental consecrated character of the Fire, Ahavantyatva). 
For these reasons the case of these lires cannot be analogous to the 
case In question. 

And farther, if the imperceptible Rivik-character were produced 
by the Appointment and the Gift, then at the Satira also (at which 
all the persons engaged are Masters), it would be necessary to produce 
that character in the Masters also ; and in as much as in the sentence, 
laying down the Initiation of these by one another, the persons 
referred to (as to be initiated) are the Masters themselves, as occupy - 
ing the positions of the Adhvaryu and other Priests,—-it would be 
neoéssary to have Appointments and Gifts in this case also; which 
is absurd. Because as for the Appointment, in as much as it ig 
done: simply. for the purpose of winning the co-operation of. the 
Priests, it could not be done at the Sattra, at which every one of the 
Priests being Masters, it is his own business for every one of them; (and. 
KI? such: NO winning: over is necessary); and any such Appointment 
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would be directly contradictory to what is said under Stra (X—ij— 
35). | | 

For these reasons it must be admitted that it is for the sake of the 
Action.that we have the restrictive rule for the engaging of such persons 
(as Priests) as have been previously ascertained to have the capability of 
accomplishing that Action. And as for the word ‘Rivik,’ that too 
comes to be restricted to such capable persons (as have been obtained 
by Appointment and Gifts) ;—as it is only this much that is necessary 
for the perfection of the Action; and it does not refer to Persons 
other than those, even though they be endowed with the necessary 
capability. At the Salira however, in as much as it is the Masters 
themselves that officiate as the various Priests, there is no need 
of Appointments and Gifts; and hence these are not admitted; and 
the absence of these does not create any discrepancy in the Sacrifice ; 
and consequently in this case, the character of the several Priests— 
Adhvaryu and the rest—is accomplished, solely through Capability. 
Just as at the Paurnamasi Sacrifice, even without the Cakhapari- 
vasana, any subtance, that is found capable of removing the Fire- 
embers, comes to be accepted as the ‘Upavésha,’ and the absence 
of the Cakhaparivasana does not create a discrepancy. 

Thus then, Just as the case of the sentence ‘ Yipasya svarum 
karoti? will be explained under Sūtra IV—ii—6 (that the word 
‘karoti, means ‘creates’ or ‘produces’ obtains or acquires), so would it 
also be in the case in question, according to the Bhashya (i.e. the 
‘Varana’ and ‘Bharana’ would be explained as equivalent to 
" obtaining’). | 


Sütru (34): Objection: ge It might be a SECH 
alternative.” 


[“ The sentence ‘Seventeen Priests’ may be taken as laying down 
‘the particular number as an optional alternative.’’] 


Sätra (85): Reply: It is not so: because all do not form 
the subject of treatment. 

It is in connection with the Vaiçvãnara- Deiducukapiila that 
we have the declaration of the numbers ‘ Eight,’ etc. ; and as these 
numbers are not found: to be of. any direct use in the Actions, 
they can be regarded as.referring to the different parts of the number 
me Seventeen’ ) of Priests employed ; ; and they serve tho purpose of 
eulogising them. In the case..in question however, we do not find 
mentioned aty E beyond ‘Seventeen,’ of which “this number 
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(‘Seventeen’) could be regarded as a part, whose mention could 
serve the purposes of eulogisation. Hence it must be admitted that 
the declaration ‘Seventeen Pricsts’ only serves the purpose of recapi- 
. tulating the number of Priests employed, i 


ADHIKARANA (17) 


[It is only the Brahma, etc., mentioned in the sentences laying 
down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees, that make up the 
` Seventeen Priests.’] 


Sutra ( 36) : (The number of the Priests) és liméted by the 
direct declaration of the sacrificial Fees. 


[With regard to the declaration of ‘Seventeen Priests,’ there 
arises the question as to which are these seventeen.| 
On this question we have tho—- 


PURVAPAKSHA 


“ that, any of the Priests employed at the original Sacrifice may be 
‘taken as making up the ‘ Seventeen.’ ” 


SIDDHANTA. 


The number of the Priests is limited by the sentence expressing the 
Co-ordination (of certain Priests with certain factors in the Sacrifice) : 
and as a matter of fact, we find this Co-ordination, expressed in the 
sentence laying down the order in which the Sacrificial Fees are to be 
paid, pertaining to tho Brahma and other Principal Priests, and not to 
be the minor ones, the Camasddhvaryu, ete. Though there may be an 
idea that the well-established character of the Rivik, being referred to» 
cannot be thus limited in its scope,—yet the specific limitation in the 
case in question may be accepted as based upon the particular declar- 
ation of the number ‘Seventeen’; and as this number is found to be 
restricted, by the Veda, to the Brahma, etc., only, we cannot but admit 
that it-is these alone that make up He" Soventeen res, 


Stra (87) : Also because it is the Imitation of there that 


is laid down y tmmediately oe, that oT the M aster 
has been en, joined. 


| We find the sentence “ yë ylvijašstē yajamandh’ ehowing that: ‘the 
: two: words * ‘rtvik ` (Pridst) and “Yajamana’? (t Master of thë Sacrifice’) 
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apply ; to: the. same Persons ; and then, the rest goes on to speak of 
the Purificatory Rites of Initiation of the Master as pertaining to the 
Brahma, ete.,—by way of showing the Order in which these are to receive 
their Fees; and this distinctly shows that the two words are applicable 
to the Seventeen Priests, Brahma and the rest. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the character of the 
‘Rvik’ (i.e. the priestly character) belongs only to such persons as 
are crprble of performing the duties of the Brahma, ete., and `" perform 
the Sacrifices at particular seasons’; and the basis of the denota- 
tion of the word ‘ Rtvik’ lies in (her performance of sacrifices at 
particular seasons, as done by these persons. Just as though the 
word ‘Go’ (Cow) literally means ‘that which moves’ (€ gacchattl 
gauk’), yet its denotation is restricted to that moving thing which 
is characterised by the Dewlap, etc. Or again, just as the word ‘ Dhayya,’ 
laid down by Panini (Sutra IT[—i—129) as an arbitrary form signi- 
fying the Samidhénis, is restricted to these only and not to any other 
verses, even though the etymological meaning of the word D Dhayya ’) 
may be found applicable to these latter also,—exactly in the same man- 
ner, in the case in question, it must be admitted that the word ‘ Rtvik ` 
is applicable to the Brahma, etc., alone as performing Sacrifices at 
particular seasons, and not to all that might perform such Sacrifices. 


ADHTKARANA (18). 
[It is the Master that makes the Seventeenth of the Priests. 


Sūtra (38): The seventeenth of the Priests is the Master: 
because of the similarity of their functions. 


Sixteen of the Priests arc found to be mentioned in the sentences 
laying down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees ; and it remains to 
be learnt who is the Seventeenth. The persons engaged at the Sacri- 
fice, apart from the aforesaid sixteen, are the Sadasya (the Assembled 
guests), the Yajamana (the Master of the Sacrifice), and the Cama- 
sadhvaryus. As for the Camasadhvaryus however, as there are many 
of them of equal status, we find no grounds for fixing upon any one of 
those as the required Seventeenth. Hence there remains the question 
as to whether the Sadasya or the Master makes the Seventeenth. | 

On this question, the PURVAPAKSHA—being that, ‘‘ inasmuch 
“as it is the Sadasya that renders services similar to those rendered by 
“the other sixteen Priests, in connection with the Sacrifice, it is he 
‘that must be regarded as the Seventeenth,” —we have the following :— 


SIDDHANTA. 
The Master would be the Seventeenth of the Priests. 


Objection : “ In the previous Adhkikarana, it has been denied that 
“ the application of the name ‘ Rimk’ is based upon the ‘ performance 
‘‘ of sacrifices at particular seasons’; and then, how is it that on 
“ the present occasion, you declare the Master to have the functions 
"of the Rivik, on the ground of his performing, like the other Priests, 
‘the Sacrifices at particular Seasons? Then again, inasmuch as 
“we have a distinct originative Injunction of the Sadasya, in the 
‘sentence ` Sadasyan vrnita,’ we must regard the Sadasya as a dis- 
“ tinct Priest, like the Adhvaryu and the rest (and as such it would 
“be more reasonable to take the Sadasya as the Seventeenth Priest). 
“ Nor could the name ‘ Sadasya’ be taken as applying, etymologically, 
tto the Brahma. Priest; because such etymological application is 
- precluded by the well-known denotation of the word. Nor could 
E the®sentence ‘Sadaegam. Vynita’ be taken as ap Injunction, or 
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vu Reference, of a second Appointment for the Brahma; as in that 
i: ease we could have second Appointments of the Adhvaryu and other 
« Priests also. Then again, in all the Recitations, we find that the 
‘ Mantras, laid down as to be recited by the Sudasya, are distinct 
“from those that are laid down for the Brahmé; and hence if the 
“ Sadasya were the same as the Brahma, we would have to accept the 
“ objectionable fact of the two sets of Mantras being optional alterna- 
“tives. Nor could the mention of the Brahm@ as the ‘ Sadasya’ 
“be of any use, in the matter of his conncetion with the Soma-Cup 
‘(consequently the Sadasya cannot be the same as Brahma. And 
“lastly, the Sadasya must be one who is found to be capable of 
= Keeping an eye on the performance; and, through this action of 
“ Keeping an eye on tt, he can be spoken of as ‘ performing the 
‘¢ Sacrifice at particular seasons.’ And further we find that all Sacri- 
“ fices appoint the Sadasya separately. For all these reasons it is 
“ not right to exclude the Sadasya from the ` Seventeen Priests.’ ” 

Reply: We do not exclude the Sadasya from all connection with 
the Sacrifice: all that we mean is that, like the Camasddhvaryu, he 
cannot be called a‘ Rivik’. The Sadasya is certainly to be appointed 
separately. Nor is the Brahma spoken of as ‘Sadasya.’ But, the 
Sadasya: is not spoken of as a ` Rivik’;—because though the name 
applies to one who has been appointed and who performs the Sacrifices at 
particular seasons, yet he is not mentioned among the Recipients of 
the Sacrificial Fee, nor in the sentence laying down the Dwadagaha 
Initiation (for Priests). Just as even though the Camasadhvaryus fulfil 
the two conditions of being appointed, and performing the Sacrifice, ete., 
inasmuch as they do not fulfil the other two conditions, they are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rtviks.’ 

As for the Master, on the other hand, though he is not appointed, 
yet, inasmuch as he fulfils all the other conditions, it is only right that 
he should be spoken of as a ` Rtvik.’ 

It has been urged above, that—‘“ the Sadasya may be spoken 
“of as ‘performing the Sacrifice, on the ground of his witnessing 
“it.” But, though it is true that he is formally appointed, yet this is 
done simply in obedience to a direct Injunction to that effect ; and asa 
matter of fact, we find that there is no special function attached 
to him in connection with the Sacrifice, whereby he could be spoken 
of as ‘performing the Sacrifice.’ The mere witnessing is no action 
connected with the actual performance of the Sacrifice; and as such 
that could not be any ground for his being taken as a particular 

Performer” (of the Sacrifice). Hence it must be admitted that, even 
| . 206 ` : - 2 ae d 
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bough we have the Sadasya, it is only right: that the Master should 
be spoken of as the Seventeenth ‘ Rivik.’ - 

The Bhashya said something to the effect that there is no Sadasya ; 
but this must be regarded as a much too sweeping declaration made 
with a view to deny, most emphatically, the fact of the Sadasy, 
being a ‘ Rivik’; and much significance cannot be attached to such a 
‘sweeping declaration. 


ADHIKARANA (19). 


(ei The eee and other Actions must be performed by the 
Adhvaryu etc. respectively. (b) The Fire belongs to the Original 
Primary Sacrifice, as well as to the Modifications. | 


Sutra (39): “ The Priests would perform all Actions, 
as they are appointed for that purpose.” As for 
the Fire, that also belongs to all Sacrifices as they 
are laid down independently by themselves, 

Having dealt with the diversity of Performers, the Bhdshya next 
proceeds to doal with the matter of the employment of things being 
governed by Name. [And oa this point it raises the question as to 
whether all Actions, in connection with the Sacrifice, that can be done 
by men, are to be done by all the Priests, or there is any restriction 
as to certain Actions being always performed by certain detinite Priests, 
—and also the question as to whether all the functions of Fire are 
to be performed by all the three Sacrificial Fires, or there is a certain 
restriction as to the functioning of these also.] 

On this question, the Bhashya puts forward the Pirvapaksha, 
ee They would perform all the Actions, because ete. etc. [That 

‘is to say, when the Priests are appointed, they must be appointed 

“for doing all that can be done by man; and similarly when the 

“ Fires are prepared, they must be prepared for performing all the func- 

" tions of the Fire.” 

But we do not quite understand whether the question refers to the 
doubt as to the Priests perfor ming only the actions pertaining to the 
Sacrifice or those pertaining to the Sacrificer algo, or it refers to that 
as to their performing all actions pertaining to the Sacrifice or all the | 
actions (those pertaining to the Sacrifice as well as those pertaining to 
the Sacrificer). Then again, we do not understand whether ‘ all actions’ 
spoken of are those only that are mentioned in connected sentences or 
| those that are not so expressly mentioned. 

Tf the meaning be that the ‘Actions pertaining to 5 the Sactificer ` 
also (are to be performed by the Priests), —that would be wholly in- 
admissible : 3 inasmuch as the fact of the A; ppoininent and the gift of ` 
the: Priests being- Jaid down in the context of the Sacrifice, distinctly ` 
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shows that the Priests are appointed only for the sake of those actions 
that pertain to the Sacrifice only ; as has been explained in the Sūtra 
II{—iv—16, and also under the Sūtra ‘nirdécadva ete.’ (XTI—ii—3). For 
these reasons the expression ` sarvarthah’ cannot be taken as referring 
to the actions pertaining to the Sacrificer. Nor could any actions, that 
are not mentioned in the sentences ‘ Tanpurak Adhvaryurvibhajati’ 

etc., be included among those that are mentioned in these sentences. 
And as for those actions that are not expressly mentioned in such 
sentences, these, being found to be laid down at random anywhere in 
the Veda, could be performed by any persons capable of such perform- 
ance, without restriction ; and as such with reference to these alone the 
Priests may be spoken of as ‘ sarvarthah.’ 

The phrase ‘prayuktatval’ means—‘ because all the actions are 
capable of prompting the appointment of the Priest ; and also because 
all the Priests are capable of performing all the actions ”.e 

Says the Bhashya—‘ sarvam purushakaryam’ ; and this refers to 
those actions which the man is capable of performing, aud which he 
would perform, if certain direct declarations had not pointed out 
only some of them as to be performed by him; and it cannot be taken 
as referring to the Actions pertaining to the man (i.e., those calculated 
to bring about certain results desired by him). 

As for the sacrificial fires, Ahavaniya, etc., any mention of thei" 
being ` sarvartha’ is wholly irrelevant. Nor could it be taken as de. 
clared by the way, because the reason that is given—‘ svakalaival ’ is 
not applicable to it. Nor do we find any mention, later on, of the reply, 
or the arguments in favour of the reply, to the Pérvapaksha put for- 
ward by the Bhashya in this connection (of the Fires). 

“Then again, if the Fires be held to be spoken of as ` sarvārtha ` 
with reference to the ordinary actions of the world, then, inasmuch as 
this would be fully dealt with under the Sūtras ‘ vtharo laukikana- 
martham sadhayét prabhutvat,’ (XII—ii—1), and ‘ nirdécadva vaidik- 
nām syai’ (X{I—ii—3),—there would be no need of dealing with the 
question in the present connection. Even as regards the mention of 
‘ sarvartha’ being with reference to the fact of the original primary and 
as well as the subsidiary modifications being for the sake of all those 
functions of the Fire that are laid down in the Veda—that too, having 
been fully dealt with, in connection with the sentence ‘ agnimupasama- 
dhaya shivaté,’ under the Siitras ‘ Vicayé laukikan syat, ete. (VIT—iil 
—30), ‘ na vaidikam, ete.’ (VITI—iii —31), and ‘Tuthotpattirtlésham, ete.’ 
(VIU—iti—32), where ‘ etésham’ = ‘of the Dhaishnya Fires, —phould not 
 baee been discussed on the present occasion. | 
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Yor these reasons, we must take the latter assertion in the Sūtra 
(‘ Agnayacca svakalatvat’) as a declaration of the Siddhünta : as. we 
do not find, in the Sutra, any assertion negativing the one herein 
made. And witha view to this, we explain it in the following manner: 

The fact of the Fires being ‘ sarvartha has been put forward, not 
asa Pirvapaksha, but as a Siddhanta in reply tu a Pérvaipaksha in- 
ferred from what has been laid down in a Sitra of another Adhikarana, 
the present Sūtra thus containing two distinct utterances (one from the 
Pirvapaksha and another from the Siddhanta standpoint. Nor does 
‘sarvaritha’ refer to the functions of the Fire; but it refers to the 
Primary Original and the subsidiary modifications. 

And it is in acecordance with the laws of the Anarabhyavadas 
(Vide ITI—vi-—1 et seq.) as pertaining to the Laying of Fire, that we 
should put forward the Pérvapaksha and the Siddhanta in conncetion 
with the question under consideration;—this question being as to 
whether the Sacrificial Fires belong to the Primary Original Sacrifice 
only, or to all sacrifices. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA (A). 


“ The Fires must be regarded as belonging to the Primary Original, 
"“ fust like all details not laid down in any particular context ;—in 
accordance with the Sūtra ‘ Prakylan va dviruktatvat (UI—vi—2).”’ 
In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA (A). 


The Fires would belong to all the sacrifices, the Primary Original, 
as well as the subsidiary modifications ` because they are laid down in- 
dependently, by themselves. 

Objection : ‘ But this has been already established under the Sūtra : 
“sarvartham va adhanasya svakdlatvat’? (ITI—vi—-15) [and as such it 
“ should not be discussed over again, on the present occasion].” 

. Reply : The ‘ sarvartha’ mentioned in the present Stirea cannot be 
the same as that spoken of in connection with the Adhaina. Because 
if we rested on the former Adhkikarana only, such things as the Fire 
in question would appear in accordance with the appearance of those 
things the means whereof is dependent upon some ‘thing else, and 
not when they would be independent (as in the case in question) ; 
and hence the Sacrificial Fires would belong only to those Darvi-Homas: 
that are laid down in their form by the seriptures,—aid not to the 


1646 TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. III—PADA VII.—~ADHL, (19). 


Sacrifices ; as they would not be enjoined with regard to these. That 
is to say, the Vedic declaration that we have is in the form— yajjuhoti 
tadahavaiiyé,’ and not ‘ yadyajéran tadahavaniyé’ ; and this injunction 
of the Ahavaniya (Sacrificial) Fire must stand in need of some such 
means (for its appearance) as are enjoined, directly or indirectly, in 
such sentences as—‘ yavaccaturaratianjuholi,’ ‘ Yad grahan juhoti,’ 

‘yaccamasan juhoti,’ and so forth. And hence in this case, the Laying 
would, in accordance with the Sūtra I1I—vi—2, come to be recognised 
as appearing, through Implicatory Injunction, along with the Fire itself. 
And it is with a view to this that in Sūtra I1]—vi—16, it has been as- 
serted as a well-established fact that the Fire belongs to the /shtis. 
So also, with regard to the Caru and Purodacas used at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices, there being no Direct Injunction of the Preparation of the 
offering material, there would be no direct means available for the 
appearance of the Garhapatya Fire ; and hence it becomes necessary to 
seek for the Preparation together with the Gdrhapatya Fire, to appear 
from out of the Primary Original Sacrifice. 

Thus we have dealt with that portion of the Sūtra which refers to 
the Fires; and as for the other (former) portion, embodying the 
Pairvapaksha (B), in regard to the Priests performing all the Actions, 
the reply to it is given in the following Sūtra, which embodies— 


SIDDHANTA (B) 
{which is put forward in the Bhashya as Adhikarana (20) }. 


Sätra (40): There would be restriction of actions (to be 
performed by each Priest); because of the mention of 
names ;— these being mentioned for that purpose, 


Because of the presence of Names (of the Priests and the Actions 
performed by them), there must be a restriction. That is to say the 
name ‘ Hoty’ would be wholly useless, if the Priest bearing that 
name did not perform the actions that are named ‘ Hautra’; and 
conversely unless the actions were performed by the Priest called 
‘ Hoty’ it could not be named‘ Hauira.’ Consequently, on the ground 
of this Apparent Inconsistency of the Names, we. must regard them as 
serving the purpose of pointing out certain actions a as to Be pee: 

by. certain persons. 3 n ST 

<-> Jn this connection some people Eie as follows a The two 
cay names (‘Holr’ and. : Hautra’) are applied independently of each 
a other, tothe Performer and the Action respectively, by mere conven- 


SE EES: DONE BY THM ADHVARYU, — 1647 


S ‘tion Aen not through the etymological signification of the words) : 
ii SE itis by reason of the mere similarity of sounds that the word 
e Hoty’ comes to point to the fact of the priest bearing that name 
‘iene the performer of actions bearing the name of : Hautra’ (and nol 
“ because of the word ` Hautra’ signifying ‘ that which is performed by 
“the. Holy Priest’). Because it is only when the relationship (be- 
“tween a certain word and a particular thing) has been previously 
“ established, that it serves as the ground of that word being taken 
“as the name of that thing; in the case in question, however, we find 
“that before the recognition of the names, there is no relationship 
“ (between the words ‘ Holy’ and ‘ Hautra’ on the one hand, and 
“ the Performer and the Action on the other). 

“That is to say, the word ‘ Hoty’ is not based upon the perform- 
‘ance of the Hautra action; because, as in the case of the word 
“< Raja’ (not being’ based upon the ‘ performance of the Rajyas, kingly 
“duties ’), so in the present casec also, we have no declaration (of 
“ Panini) authorising the elimination of the affix Tou") and the redupli- 
“ cation of the basic noun (both of which contingencies would be in- 
“volved in the word ` Hoty’ being taken as equivalent to ‘ Haulrasyu 
“ karla’, the Performer of the Hautra actions). And though in the case 
“of the words ‘ Raja’ and ‘ Rajya,’ the converse holds gocd,—-i.e. 
“© Rajya’ is ‘ Rajñah Karma, the Duties of the King’—vet that 
" could not be the case with the words ‘ Holy’ and ‘ Hautra’; that is 
“to say, the word ‘ Hautra’ cannot be taken as ‘ Hotuk Karma, the 
“ Duties of the Hotr’; because in the caso of the word ` Rajya’, we 
“find that there are certain definite actions, such ag the protecting of 
“ the people and the like, laid down, by Manu ang the other law-givers, 
“as the ‘ Duties of the King,’ and these being known as such, can be 
" taken. as constituting the denotation of the affix in the word ‘ Rajya’ ; 

‘while in the case of the word ‘ Hautra,’ we tind that there is no 
‘other means (save that afforded by this name itself) by which we 
“could recognise the actions, of the Recitation of the Samidhéni verses 
" and the like, as to be donc by the Hotr,—on a recognition whereof 
"ee could base the name ‘ Hautra.’ And from all this we conclude 
“that the names cannot serve the purpose of pointing out which 
‘actions are to be performed by which Priests. 

Kb Question ` ‘The words not being taken in their etymological | 

" sense, what would be there to point out the fact of certain Actions 
S being done by particular Priests ?’ 

e Answer : We have already explained above that this is done by 
i the similéri rity of the words (i.e. the Hautra &ctions arc recognised as- 
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“to be performed by the Hoi, simply because there is a similarity 
zz between the words ‘ Hotr’, and ‘ Hautra’).” | | 

Reply: All this is not quite admissible; because if the word 
‘Hautra’ be not taken as signifying ‘ the Duties of the Hoir, then, in- 
asmuch as, even without the signification of auy such relationship as 
that of the Performer and the Action (between the Hoty and the 
Hautra), the Names would be capable of pointing out the performance, 
by means of the conventional meanings of the words, based upon 
the similarity of sounds between them; and as such, there would be 
no Apparent Inconsistency that could lead to the assumption of a 
Direct Declaration to the effect. Then again, the mere similarity of 
sounds between two words does not always point to any ER 
(between their denotations) ` e.g. in the case of the words ‘ Cala 
(house) and ‘ Mala’ (garland); as we shall. show, later on, that Se 
is no relationship between the Rathantara and the Kanvarathantara 
(though the two words resemble each other.) 

It has been argued above that—‘ the word ‘ Rajya’ is used only 
when the King (‘ Raja’) has become connected with certain definite 
duties.” But this is not so; as in that case, the relationship (of the 
word ` Rajya’ with its denotation) would come to have a beginning 
(and this would be contradictory to what has been said, in the Tarka- 
pada, in regard to the eternality of this relationship). Consequently, 
it must be admitted that, what happens in the case of the word ‘ Rajya’ 
is that ita relationship with its denotation is eternal, and this eternal 
relationship is recognised from the scriptures, and when we come to 
comprehend the correctness of the form of the word, we explain the 
word ‘ Rajya’ after the word * Raja’ has been explained (the former 
being explained as ‘ Rajah karma’); and as such it comes to be 
taken in its etvmological sense ; and hence even though the significa. 
tion of the word ‘ Rajya,’ is thus spoken of as based upon that of 
‘ Raja,’ yet inasmuch as this basis too is eternal, the said relationship 
does not lose its eternal character ;—exactly in the same manner, inas- 
much as in the word ‘ Hautra,’ we find the vowel-sound of the first 
letter broadened (from ‘6’ into ‘au ’), we come to explain it as formed 
from the word ‘hotp’ with the affix ‘an,’ in accordance with the 
Sttra ‘tasyédam karma’ [and this does not affect the eternality of the 
word and its denotation]. 
| Question: “ But by what means is it known that that particular 
Action constitutes the Duty of that Person ? ie 
Ga Answer ` From the ‘presence of the names T Hoty’ and“ Hautra’) 
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we shall infer the existence of a Text to the effect (that the Actions 
called ‘ Hautra’ constitute the Duty of the Priest called ‘ Hoir ’). 

Objection ` ‘‘ Under the circumstances, there would be a mutual 
interdependence; the Text being assumed from the Names, and the 
“application of the Names being based upon the Text declaring the 
‘fact of the actions as to be performed by a particular Priest. 

Reply: That does not affect our case; because the Names are 
distinctly perceived to be applicable (to the ations and the Performer); 
and when we come to look into the basis of their application, we find 
that they could not stand in need of a basis for their application, simply 
because of their having been previously applied (to the Action and the 
Performer) ; and as we do not find any other basis for this, we con- 
clude that there must be a Text to the effect that ‘the action called 
Hautra is to be done by the Hoty’; we have explained above that the 
assumption of such Toxts is made in this manner, even in the ease of 
Indicative Force and the rest; and thus there is no mutual inter- 
dependence in the case in question. 

Objection : rr In that case, the present case will have been dealt 
“ with under the Sūtra ` Akhy@ caivantadarthatvat’ (II[—iii—13) (and 
‘as such it should not have been discussed over again, on the present: 
“ occasion).” 

Reply : True, it has been dealt with on the former occasion; but 
on that occasion we did not discuss the question of the contradiction or 
non-contradiction of Name with Direct Declaration, etc. In the present 
Adhikarana, however, we find that Capability and Context indicate 
the fact of all the Actions being performed by all the Priests promis- 
cuously,—while the Names show that certain actions are to he per- 
formed by particular Priests only,—so that there is a seeming contra- 
diction between these two (Context and Name); and this contradiction 
is explained away in the manner shown above. Or, it may be that the 
present Discussion has been introduced on the present occasion, simply 
by way of an introduction to the following Adhikarana ; and hence it 
cannot be regarded as a mere uscless repetition. 
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ADHIKARANA (21). 


[In certain cases we have to reject the indication of Names, as to the 
particular Priest performing a certain action. ] 


Stra (41): The Action is spoken of as to be performed 
in accordance with the Direct Injunction and the 
Specific Name. 


[The question being as to whether the conclusion arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana, is to be accepted as universal—the Pūrva- 
paksha is that it is so; and on this we have the following Siddhanta.} 

A specific Name, like a specific Direct InJunction, is much quicker 
in its operation than a common Name; and as such sets aside the 
indications of this latter. 


S#tra (42): Such too are the Indications. 


The sentence that the Bhashya quotes as affording the Indications 
spoken of, is-—‘ Yatra hotuh prataranuvakamanubruvata etc.’; but this 
indicates the performance of actions by certain Priests as pointed out by 
a Common Name; and hence we should look out for another sentence 
that could afford the Indications as to the EES pemg ee 
out by Specific Names. 


ADHIKARANA (22). 


[The Anuvacana (Recitation) and the Pratsha (Direction) are to be 
done conjointly, by the Maitravaruna Priest | 


Sūtra (43); All Reciting and all Directing is to be done 
“by the Maittravaruna, because of the Direct In- 
junction to that effect.” 

It having been established that the indications of Name are set 
aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question, 
as to whether they are set aside wholly, or only partially. 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the sentence-—‘ Tasman 
Mattravarunah preshyati canucaha ca’; and with a view to show the 
exact place where the sentence occurs, the Bhashya mentions the 
‘Agnishomiya.’ The two actions spoken of in this sentence (ie. 
Reciting and Directing) are found to be named ‘ Adhvaryava’ and 
` Hautra’ respectively; and these names distinctly indicate the fact of 
all Reciting being done by the Adhvaryu, and all Directing boing done by 
the Hoty; whereas we find the sentence quoted direotly laying down 
that these two actions are to be done by the Maitravaruna Priest. 
And hence there arises the question as to whether this Direct Injunc- 
tion rejects the Indications of the two Names, with regard to all 
Recitings and Directings, or only with regard to only a few of these. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

` “Inasmuch as we find the sentence distinctly laying down the 
“ Maitravaruna with reference to the Reciting and the Directing, 
“ no significance can be attached to the words ex pressing the fact 
« of the two actions appearing conjointly; as all that the word ‘ca’ 
“ expresses is that the two actions might be dealt with conjointly, or 
“ separately (one following in the wake of another), and not that they 
“ qualify, orare dependent upon, each other,—these two facts being 
‘always expressed by means af compounds; nor do we find any 
‘* grounds for taking one of them as following in the wake of another ; | 
zm an bot sare found to be equally importan’; and hence it must be 
‘“ admitted that both should be done. And as this would be possible,. 
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“even in the case of all the Recitings and Directings being dune 
“ separately, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence makes the 
"7 declaration in a general form, it must be taken as pertaining to all 
“ Recitings and SECH 


+ 


SIDDHANTA. 


Stitra (44): The Direct Injunction would apply to the 
case of the (Reciting of the) Puronuvakyad only; be- 
cause of this latter being accompanied by the Direc- 
tive words. 


The sentence in question could not apply to all Recitings and 
Directings ` it must be taken as applying to the Reciting of the 
Puronuvakya verses only ; as it is only these verses that end with 
certain Directive words; and it is in connection with these verses that 
we find the Direct Injunction under consideration.—‘ Tasman maitra- 
varunuh etc.’ And the Puronuvakya verses ending in Directive words 
are found in the section of ‘Hautra’ Actions; and hence, on account 
of this name ‘ Hautra,’ they would be recognised as to be recited by 
the Holr only (and hence it is with regard to these verses alone that 
the sentence in question sets aside the indications of the Name). __ 

At the end of the Puronuvakya verses, we find the word ‘yaja’ 
(‘ Sacrifice,’ in the Imperative) ,—and this sacrificing is found to belong, 
by Implication, to the Adhvaryu, in connection with subsidiary modifi- 
cations of the Zshli—sacrifices. And as regards the Soma-sacrifices, 
the word ‘yaja’ is precluded (from the Adhvaryu), as shown under 
Sttra Ill—viii—22, and relegated to the Maitravaruna, as shown 
under Sūtra ‘Tesham yato vice-shahk syat’? (III—viii—2l). Or, inas- 
much as the Directing person would do both (the Reciliny and the 
Directing), we could take the Muitravaruna to be the person directed, 
in accordance with the law to be explained later on (vide Sutras ILI— 
viii—22 et. seq.) ; and in that case the Directing would be done by the 
Hoty himself. Similarly, inasmuch as with regard to the Adhvaryu 
we find a distinct Directive word laid down in the sentence--‘ Adh- 
varyok praishyah etc.’,---we must preclude the word ‘yaja’ from all 
connection with him; and hence in this case, it would come to belong 
to the Pratiprasthatr Priest. As for the other Recitings and Directings 
(than those dealt with above), inasmuch as the particular persons 
who are to perform them are already known, they do not stand in 
noed of any Injunctions with regard to their performers; and an such 
the Injunction with regard to the Matiravaruna Priest cannot apply 
+o. them. | 
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An for the Puronuvakyis however, they are to ES of the 
nature of both (Recitation and Direction), on account of their ending 
with Directive words; but even then, their recitation constituting a 
single action, they could not be performed by more than one person ; 
consequently they become precluded from all connection with the Hoty 
as well-as the Adhvaryu (with whom they are connected by the numes 

‘ Adhvaryava’ and ‘Hautra,’ the former belonging to the portion made 
up of the Difective words, and the latter to the Mantra-portion) ; 
and as such they stand in need of an [njunction as to the Priest who 
should do their recitation ; and then, on account of the close proximity 
(of the mention of these) to the Injunction of Maitravaruna (in the 
sentence in question),—it is only right that we should accept the 
Maitravaruna as the person who should recite the Puronuvakya verses 
(and also address the Directive words accompanying them). 

And in this manner, the word ‘ca’ also (in the sentence) comes to 
be taken in its direct sense of the concomitance (or aceruing together) 
of the two actions of Reciting and Directing,-- which is possible in the 
case of the Puronuvakya verses only: as it is only these that are 
found to end in Directive words also. But it does not follow from 
this that the Directive words ‘ Praishyu’ and the rest also belong to 
the Mattravaruna himself. 


Sütrau (45): Also because we find the Hoty mentioned 
in connection with the Prataraniuctika (the Morning 
Recitation). 

[As a matter of fact, we find a distinct Injunction laying down the 
tact of the Morning Recitation being done by the Holy Priest; and 
this would be contradictory to the sentence Tasmāt, etc., if this latter 
were taken as laying down all Recilations as to be done by the 
Mailravaruna Priest. This contradiction is avoided by taking this 
latter sentence as laying down the Recitation of the Puronuvakya 
verses only as to be done by the Matravaruna.| 


ADHIKARANA (23). 
(The Camasu-Homa should be done by the Adhvaryu.] 


Sūtra (46): “ The Camasa-Homa should be done by the 
. 6 Camasadhvaryus,—because of their Name.” 


[With regard to the Camasidhvaryu Priests, there arises the 
question as to whether the offering of the Cups in Homa is to be done 
by these or by the Adhvaryu. ] | 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ All that is done by means of the Cups, are the actions of—(1) 
“ Unnayana (Fetching of the Soma), (2) Asadana (keeping of the Soma), 
“ (3) Homa, and so forth and though there is a likelihood of every anc 
“ of these actions being relegated to the Adhvaryu,—yet on account 
“of the specific name (that is given to the Camasadhvaryu Priests, we 
‘cannot but conclude that all these actions are to be done by these 
“ latter.” 

SIDDHANTA. 
Sttra (41): The Adhvaryu should do them; because of 
the Law relating to the Adhvaryu. 

The indications of the generic Name are set aside by those of the 
spucific one, only when the latter operates independently of the former, 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the name ‘ Camasadhvaryu’ 
only denotes the fact of the persons thus named acting like the 
Adhvaryu (with regard to the Cups), (and so this name is not indepen- 
dent of the ‘ Adhvaryu.’) And under the circumstances, if the Adh- 
varyu were not to perform the Homa, the other Priests performing it 
would not be ‘acting’ like the Adhvaryu ; in fact it would be only by not 
‘performing the Homa that they would be acting like him. ` While if the 
Adhvaryu perform the Homa, then it might happen that ou certain 
occasions, the Adhvaryu being otherwise engaged, the Homa might be 
done by others, who would thus come to be acting like the Adhvaryu. 
Hence. it must be EE that the Homa is Ke By. the 
Adhvaryu. "` 7 | | e 
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Sätra (48): Also because of other Priests being spoken of 
| ~ tn connection with the Cups. 

[We have the sentence—‘ camasanccamasadhvaryavé prayacchati. 
tan sa vashatkartré harati’ which shows that it is some other Priest, 
who, having performed the Homa out of the Cups, hands over these 
Cups to the. Camasadhvaryu). Because the sentence distinctly speaks 
of the Camasidhvaryu as the person carrying the Cups to the Vashat- 
kartr Priest; and as a matter of fact. the Cups could be carried to this 
latter for no other purpose than that of eating the Remnants contained 
in the Cups; thus then, inasmuch as there could be no ealing of that 
out of which no Homa had been offered, it is clear that the person 
handing over the Cups in the first instance for eating, must be the same 
that performed the Homa; and as the Camasadhvaryus would be en- 
gaged in the mere holding of the Cups handed over to them (by the 
person who has offered the Homa),—-the sentence must be taken as 
showing that the Homa is offered by some one other than the Cemasa- 
dhvaryu ; and this can be no other than the Adhvaryu Priest. 


Sūtra (49): It is only in cases where the Adhvaryu 
would be unable to perform the Homa, that the 
Camasadhvaryus could be recognised as his sub- 
stitutes. 


(It is the fact of their acting in place of the Adhvaryu, upon which 
the name ‘ Camasadhvaryu’ is based.| 


ADHIKARANA (24). 
[The Cyéna and the Vajapeya are performed by many Priests. | 


Stitra (50): “ On account of the Vedic Injunction (Name), 
“even in cases where the actions happen to be 
“mentioned in different Sections of the Vedas, —they 
rr should be done in accordance with the Injunctions, 
‘Sas in the previous case,” 


[We have the Gyéna sacrifice laid down in the section on ‘ Audgatra,’ 
and the Vajapéya in the section on‘ Adhvaryava;’ and with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether all actions in connection 
with the Cyéna are to be done only by the Udgdir Priest, and those in 
connection with the Vajapéya by the Adhvaryu only, or, in both cases, 
they should be done by the several Priests. ] 

And on this question, we have the following — 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ It has already been explained, under Sūtra ITI—iii—9, that the 
‘ subsidiaries are always named after that section of the Veda in which 
“their Primary Original is found to be laid down. Consequently, all 
‘actions laid down as to be performed in connection with the Oyéan 
“ have to be done by the Udgatr Priest only (as they would be named 
“<: Audgatra’ on account of their Primary, the Cyéna being laid down 
“ in the Audgatra section of the Veda). 


SIDDHANTA. | 


Sūtra (61): Because of its taking in the details of the 
Primary Original, the Action, along with tits Sub- 
sidiaries, should be done, as connected with its own 
mecessory details, as laid down by the (Implicatory) 
Injunctions ; specially as (the particular performer 
is) not distinctly indicated (by the Name), its in- 

| dication can be accepted only in cases (i where NETE 

`. : are no Injunctions to the contrary). 


Eeer abana he rand sl aiaa a ha he an, ët 
“the sentence, assumed as injunctive of the performance of the Sacrifice 
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as one complete whole, is always weaker, in its authority, than the 
Implicatory Injunction ( Prakplivad Vikrtiti’): because the former 
appears long after this latter. Then, asa matter of fact, we find that 
the Name (‘ Audgaira’) of the Primary would apply to the Subsidiaries 
only through the said assumed sentence; and even though this is 
directly perceptible, yet it is weaker than the (inferred) Implicatory 
Injunction. Because until the Subsidiaries are laid down by this 
latter Injunction, whose performer would the said assumed sentence 
point out ? (Hence being preceded by the Implicatory Injunction, 
the assumed sentence becomes very much weaker in authority). Then 
again, as soon as the subsidiaries are laid down, they are always recog- 
nised as having a particular Performer, and as such they do not stand in 
need of any mention of their Performer; and hence thero is nothing 
that the name (‘ Audgaira’) could do for them. Nor is it possible, in 
the present case, to take the name as setting aside what has keen pre- 
viously pointed out; because inasmuch as it is necessary for the 
Name to assume a corroborative Direct Declaration, it is very much 
farther removed from its objective than the Implicatory Injunction ; 
specially as we have already explained above that only those means of 
knowledge that have their basis duly ascertained, can set aside what 
has been laid down before and not those whose basis has still got to 
be ascertained. 

For these reasons we conclude that, on account of its taking up 
the accessories of the Primary, by the fact of the Injunction, the 
Action (Cyéna) should, like the Jyotishtoma, be performed by many 
Priests. Though at the Primary Original also, multiplicity of Per- 
formers is due to the Names (‘ Gotr’ and the rest), yet, inasmuch as 
in this case, the relationship of these Performers with the performance 
is duly ascertained, the Indication of Name is accepted to be as 
authoritative as Direct Declaration itself. 

As for those details mentioned in connection with the Cyénu which 
do not belong to the Primary Original, the performer of these would be 
pointed out by the Name of the Primary Sacrifice. It is with a view 
to this that the Sūtra adds— Avyaktah Césé.” That is to say, in 
the case of such Details, inasmuch as the relationship to any particular 
Performer has yet got to be assumed, it is ‘ not clear’ ; and as such 
this could apply to actions other than those with regard to which this 
relationship has already been ascertained. 

But we do not find any case that would be quite amenable to this 
law. As for the case of the ‘ Kantakavitodana’ etc., cited in the 
Bhashya, it would be natural to ask whether thev are mentioned in the 
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section of the Veda named after the Primary Sacrifice, or in a wholly 
different section. If the former, then, in that case, their Performer 
would be pointed out by the Name, and not through the Primary Sacri- 
fice. If the latter, then, even though this would be directly applicable, 
yet it would be set aside by the former more authoritative specific 
Name. If the aid of the Law of the Primary and Secondary (Sūtra IL 
iii—9) be called in, then the Stotra-Castra ot the Jyottshioma, being sub- 
ject to the name ` Adhvaryava’ would come to be done by the Adhvaryu 
(which would not be desirable). Nor have we, in this connection, at 
our disposal the explanation that was given in regard to the sentence 
‘ Mandram pratahsavané, ete’ (Vide, TI T—ii—26). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Names of the 
subsidiaries are not set aside by the Primary. Because the Name of 
the subsidiary is due to its uniform relationship to the Performer, —and 
as such, is not caught hold of by the Primary. Nor is it possible-for 
the subsidiaries to bear, through the Primary, the names of ‘ Adh- 
varyava, etc. Nor again is it possible for the Primaries to be related 
to such names as ` Adhvaryava’ and the like; because the operation 
of such names rests in the accessory detail of the Performer. And 
that Name which is not operative in connection with the Primaries— 
how could that Name apply to the subsidiaries through those Primaries ¢ 
As for such names as ‘ Rgveda’ and the like, these are compatible, 
with regard to the Primaries as well as to the Subsidiaries ; because these 
names are based upon the fact of those Actions being ‘ done by means 
of these (Rgveda), etc.’ and this fact being capable of being enjoined 
by the assumed sentence laying down the performance of the Action 
as a whole, it is quite possible for these Names to apply to the Subsi- 
diaries also (as these are also included in that sentence). As for the 
names ‘ Adhvaryava " and the like, however, these are based upon the 
fact of the sentences mentioning these Actions being found in those 
sections of the Veda ; and as such they would apply precisely in accord- 
ance with the actual mention of the Actions (and as such they could not 
apply to the Primaries and the Subsidiaries alike). Nor is there any 
thing objectionable in the acceptance of the Law of the (Primary and 
the Secondary) (Stiira I1I—iii—9) in the present connection. 

Then as for the Kanitakavitodana, etc., they should be taken as 
having their originative Injunctions in the same Veda (as the Primaries) ; 
and hence with regard to these, the declaration,’ Avyaktah Céshé,’ 
becomes quite justifiable. 

Nor is it absolutelyeneccessary that it is only that Name which 
comes through the Primary, that can be accepted (in connection with 


QYBNA AND VAJAPBYA PERFORMED BY MANY PRIESTS. 1659 


the Subsidiaries) ; because as these names would have their require- 
ments fulfilled all the same, there would be nothing incompatible in their 
being accepted, or not accepted, directly, with regard to the subsidia- 
ries themselves (without the intervening agency of the Primary). 
Consequently, it must be admitted that the Name is operative towards 
the pointing out of such accessories only as are distinct from those 
belonging to the Primary (the subsidiaries having their needs supplied 
either directly, by themselves, or indirectly, through the ’rimarv) 


Thus ends the Seventh Pada of Adhvaya IlI. 


ADHYAYA Ill. 
DÄ DA VILI. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 
[The Purchase is to be done by the Master.] 


Säfteg (1): The Purchase (of the Priest’s Services) as to be 
done by the Master; as the sacrifice is performed sor 
his sake. 

By way of an exception to the Indications of Name, we proceed to 
take up the following question: ‘Is the Purchase to be done by the 
Adhvaryu and the other Priests. on account of its being mentioned in 
the Adhvaryava and other sections of the Veda,—or is it to be done 
by the Master of the Sacrifice 2° And the Siddhanta represented in the 
Nūira : " Anya va syat parikrayamnanal’ (WL —vii-—20) could be possible 
only after the Sidhhanta of the present Adhikarana has been fully 
established. 

On the above question we have the following -- 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“What should be done by the Master is that he should have 
` recourse to some such ordinary method (as tmploration ete.) ax 
“ would induce the Adhvaryu to effect the purchase of the services of 
‘the other Priests, with the property of the Master; and in this way 
‘alone could we justify the name of ‘ Adhraryana’ (of the section in 
"` which the Purchase is laid down).’’ 

In reply to this, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


An ordinary wordly method can have had recourse to, only in a 
case where no other Vedie method is available ; in the case in question, 
inasmuch as we have the distinct Vedie method of giving the Sacrifi- 
cial Fee, why should recourse be had to the worldly methods of (winning 
the eo-operétion of the Adhvaryu) ? S 
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That is to sav, it is only through his having purchased the services 
of all the other Priests, that the Master has been shown to be the 
actual ‘ Performer ’ of the sacrifice, and if he were not to do even the 
Purchase of the others’ services, then (all other actions being performed 
by the Priests), he would not be the ‘ Porformer’ of any action. It 
might be argued that he would acquire that character by having re- 
course to certain ordinary worldly methods. But that could not be. 
Because in the absence of a Direct Declaration to the contrarv, we can- 
not set aside the fact of the Master himself being the ‘ Performer.’ 
And hence it must be admitted that the Purchase is to be done by the 
Master himself. 


Sūtra (2): It could be done by others, only in cases 
where we would have «a direct declaration to that 
effect. 


In the sentence ‘ efam ishtakam upadadhyat satruvarandadyat, the 
Parasmavpada ending in ‘ Upadadhyat’ distinctly shows that the action 
referred to in this is not to be done by the Master (the enjoyer of its 
Result) ; and hence from this it follows that the ‘ giving of gifts ` here- 
in laid down is to be done by the Priest. But if the Priest does this 
work, on account of his services having been purchased by the Master, 
by a method laid down in the scriptures, then in this case also, we have 
the Master himself as the ‘ performer’ (indirect) of the action (of the 
giving of gits); if however the Priest refuses to do it, for the payment 
he has received for doing the other actions, then it becomes necessary 
for the Master to have recourse to the ordinary worldly methods (for 
securing his necessary co-operation). 


ADHIKARANA (2). 
[The Purificatory Rites of Shaving. cte., pertain to the Master. | 


Sätra (3): “All purificatory rites resting upon the 
capability of Man (to undergo them), they should be 
“done just like the Sacrifice, in accordance with the 
“name of the particular section of the Veda in 
‘s which they are laid down” 

[In this connection we find laid down the Shaving of the Head and the 
Beard, the Cleaning of the Teeth, and the Bathing. And with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether these are to be done by 
the Adhvaryu, or by the Master And on this question we have the 
following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as without these purificatory rites, the Priest would 
“not be a perfect Performer,—it must be admitted that they should 
“ be done by the Adhvaryu, in accordance with the Name, ‘ Adhvar- 
“yava, of that section of the Veda, in which we find the Injunctions 
“of the Rites in question.” 


SIDDHANTA. 


Sūtra (4): They belong to the Master ; as their principal 
effect consists of the enabling of the Master (to ex- 
perience the Result); just as the Principal Action (of 
giving away belongs to the Master. 


Inasmuch as these Rites tend principally to the bringing about 
of a capability in the Man, they must be regarded as belonging to the 
Master. It isonly when the Performer is looked for as a secondary factor 
that the Name is accepted as indicating which action should be done 
by which Person. As for the Master however, we find that he has been 
indubitably recognised as the Principal Performer (of the Sacrifice). 
Nor are the Rites in question meant to create in him the character of 
the Performer; this character is found to be possible even without 
these. Then what is not duly accomplished, without the due perform- 
ance of these Rites, is the Final Result of thé Sacrifice. Then again, 
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as for the result accruing to the Priests, which consists of the obtain. 
ing of the Sacrificial Fee,—we find that this is duly accomplished, even 
without a performance of the Rites in question. But as for the Result, 
accruing to the Master, we find that this is not duly accomplished, 
unless the Rites are duly performed. For this reason it must be ad- 
mitted that these should be performed by the Master; just as the 
Principal Actions, being calculated to lead to certain results desired by 
Man, are performed by the Master (and not by the Priests who perform 
only those Actions that are calculated to help in the performance of the 
Sacrifice). 

Then, inasmuch as these Rites belong to the Master, exactly in 
the same form in which they are done in ordinary life,—it cannot: he 
held that the Adhvaryu is to get hold of the tooth-brush, and clean the 
teeth of the Master And aa for the shaving of the Head and Beard, 
these are always done by the Barber: and the Master is spoken of as 

s ‘ Performer’ simply because it is he who directs the Barber to do 
it; and hence in this case also, there is no chance of the Razor being 


held by the Adhvaryu. 


Sūtra (5): Also because of the mention (being in that 
form). 


[Inasmuch as in the case of the Action being one that is done by 
the Adhvaryu, we have the {junction in the Parasmatpada form —e.g. 
‘tamabhyanakti, —whenever we find one in the Atmanépada we cannot 


but conclude that the action is meant to be performed by the Master 
himself. 


Sūtra (6): Beeause the action is spoken of as subser. 
vient to the Person (it cannot be regarded as having its 
performer pointed out by the Name, assigned in Stret 3). 


It has been argued above that—“ like other actions, these Rites 
would have their Performer marked out by the Name of the Vedic 
section in which they are found to be mentioned.” But such a name 
can serve the purpose of pointing out the Performer, where the Injunc- 
tion stands in need of the mention of one ; and the need is found to be 
present only in the case of those Actions, for the performance whereof 
the services of the Priests are engaged ; as this engaging (Purchase) of 
services is done with a view to making the Performer subservient (to 
the Main Action), and not with a view to a purification of him, With 
a view to this, it is said—‘ In the case of the actions of shaving,’ etc., 
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that is to say, in the case of these actions, we find that the action is 
mentioned as subservient to the Person, and as such their Performer, 
being already marked out, if we were to assume their relationship 
with other Persons, this would have to he assumed without. the Actions 
standing in need of any such relationship; while in the case of the 
actions that are spoken of as the principal factor, such relationship is 
already established by the fact of the Injunetion standing in need 
of the mention of the Performer. 


Stra (1): Also because of the Rites being laid dawn 
with reference to the resultant Apūrva. 

Inasmuch as the Purificatorvy Rites are laid down with reference 
to the resultant A parva of the Principal Action, they must belong to the 
Master ` as it is only when belonging to the Master that they could be 
taken up by the Apūrva ` because this latter is most intimately related 
to the Master. Or, for the sake of the accomplishment of the A piirva, 
the Rites must belong to the Master. 


Sutra (8): They could not be regarded as betonging 
equally to both (the Waster and the Priests); because 
of dissimilarity. 


Objection : © By the above reasonings the Rites are found to be- 
‘long to the Master; while by Vame, they are shown to belong to the 
“ Priests; and hence we could take them as belonging to both; as 
‘there would be no incongruity in this. Specially as the Rites being 
“ purely purificafory, and as such of a secondary character, there 
‘would be no incongruity in their being repeated (performed over and 
“over again), with reference to each principal factor (of the Persons, 
“ the Master and the Pries/s).” 

The Reply to this is as follows: This cannot be; hecause of all 
actions in connection with the Sacrifice, there are some that have to be 
performed by the Master himself, while the rest are to be gut done by 
him, through the Priests engaged for the purpose. Even if the Purifi- 
catory Rites were performed by the Adhvaryu, etc., inasmuch as 
they would in that case be incapable of being done by Purchase (of 
services), they would neither be done by the Master himself, nor got 
done, by him, through the hired services of others; and as such 
they would cease to be auxiliaries to the Sacrifice. Consequently 
they cannot be regarded as belonging equally sto the Priests and the 
Master. 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 
[The Penances are to be done by the Master. | 


Sutra (9); The Penance also (belongs to the Master): 
because it is done for the sake of a particular re- 
sult ; just as in ordinary life. 


[In connection with Sacrifices, we find certain penances laid 
down.—e.g. ‘should not eat for two days’ ‘for three days,’ and so 
forth ; and with regard to these there arises the question, as to whether 
these are to be done by the Priests. or by the Master. And on this 
question we have the following—]. 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“ As the doing of Penances is always painful (and is not de- 
‘‘ sirable for its own sake), the person doing it must be regarded as the 
‘‘ subservient factor; and as such it must be accepted as pointed out 
“by the Name (of the Vedic section in which they are found to be 
“ mentioned).” 

In reply to this we have the following— 


STDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as, like the Purificatory Rites, the Penances also 
serve the purpose of creating a capability of experiencing the Results 
of Actions,—and as the unobstructed capability that has to be created 
is that of the Master, and not that of the Priests,—they must be re- 
garded as to be done by the Master. 

Capability, in all cases, is of two kinds: one that removes un- 
desirable qualities, and another that brings about fresh desirable ones. 
As a matter of fact we find that Purificatory Rites belong to the latter 
category, while Penances belong to the former: Whoever sets about 
performing the Jyotishtoma and other sacrifices is bound to have, in 
himself, certain undesirable qualities, due to his having, either in the 
present or in past lives, done something sinful, in the shape of the neg- 
lect of his necessary duties, and the performance of prohibited actions. 
And if these are not removed they would surely bring about results 
contrary to the accomplishment of the Final Result of the Sacrifice ; 
and hence they would obstruct the fulfilment of this Result, even 
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though the sacrifice may be performed perfectly, without any discre- 
pancies. And consequently, the Sacrifice stands in need of some agency 
for the removal of these obstacles. And then, inasmuch as we find 
the Penances laid down in the same Context, we must regard these as 
according some aid to the Sacrifice And the aid accorded by them is 
taken, on the grounds of Mutual need, Provimity and Capability, to be 
in the form of the removal of the aforesaid undesirable qualities. 

Specially as the Penances bring some pain to the Performer, 
it ean, by that Pain, set aside the aforesaid sins that tend to obstruct the 
accomplishment of the Apirva, Just as the slight pain, caused by 
the performance of the Expiatory Rite, is accepted, on the ground of 
Direct Declarations to that effect, to set aside the Adharma (sin) tend - 
ing towards the bringing of much greater pain;— so in the same 
manner, we could also have in the case in question (the Pain caused by 
the Penances setting aside the sins tending to obstruct the realisation 
of the sacrificial A pirva). 

As for those Penances that are laid down distinctly as accessories 
to sacrifices, or as leading to desirable results,--inasmuch as it is not 
necessary for them to accomplish any other results,—and as there is 
no need of the removal of any obstacles,--they must be regarded as 
leading to such desirable results as Heaven and the like. But those 
that are laid down by way of Expiatory Rites, can lead to no other 
result, save the removal of the obstructing Sin. And so all the Pen- 
ances cannot be regarded of one and the same form and character. 


Sutra (10): The subsequent declaration also ts to the 
same effect. 


In continuation of the Injunction of the Penances, we have the 
declaration ‘atha medhyatamah’ (‘he becomes capable of performing 
excellent sacrifices’); aud this mention of the ‘ capability of perform- 
ing sacrifices’ must be regarded as pointing to the fact of the Pen- 
ances being performed by the Master (who is the actual Performer of 
Sacrifices). 


Sūtra (11): They could be done by others, when there 
would be a direct declaration to that effect. 


. As in the case of the ‘ giving of gifts? in the foregoing Adhi- 
karana, so in the present care also we have the distinet declaration of 
‘the Priests fasting ’ ; and in view of this Direct Declaration, this 
particular Penance of Fasting cannot but be regarded as to he done 
by the Priests. Ze : 


ADHIKARANA (4), 
|The ‘ Red Turban’ etc.. belong to all the Priests. | 


Stra (12): Tnasmnech as they are Accessory Details, 
(secondary factors: their performance could not be 
regulated by the Name of the Vedic section tn which 
they happen to be mentioned. 


[Some people explain this Nūtra, as shown in the Bhashya, as 
embodying a reply to the assertion that the Penanves should be done 
by persons indicated by the names of the Vedic sections in which they 
happen to be mentioned. | 

But aa this reply has already been given in Sūtra (6), the 
Bhashya proceeds to give another explanation. There are certain de- 
tails which, though having the character of Purificatory Rites, are 
distinctly laid down as pertaining to the Priests,--e.g., the ‘Red Tur- 
ban for the Priests ° (at the Qyéna) the ‘ golden necklaces for the Priests’ 
(at the Vajapéyu); and with regard to these there arises the question 
as to whether these belong to the particular Priest indicated by the 
Names of the Vedic sections in which they happen to be mentioned 
or to all of them. 

And on this questiou, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“The " Red Turban’ ete., are found mentioned in particular 
‘sections of the Veda, named the ‘ dudyatra’ etc. ; and as such, even 
‘though they are Purificatory in their nature, yet, inasmuch as they 
“are done to the Priests, in accordance with the Direct Declaration 
"7 C Lohiloshnisha Rivijah’), they cannot but be regarded as having their 
“ performers marked out by the Name (of the Vedic section in which 
"7 they are laid down).” 


SIDDHANTA. 

The amenahilitv of such accessories as those in question being set 
aside by the fact of their being distinctly puriticatory in their nature, 
the Declaration, by which they would be transferred (from the Master) 
to the Priesis, would also connect them with all of them. That is to 
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say all that the sentence ‘ Lohitoshnisha Rtvijah’ does is to lay down 
the ‘Red Turban‘ with reference to the Priests; and as such there 
would be no incongruity in these being repeated with each of the Priests, 
in accordance with the Law of tho Repetition of the Secondary with 
each Primary ; and hence the presence of the ` Red Turban’ with all 
the Priest could not be set aside bv the Indication of the Name (of the 
Vedic section in which the sentence occurs). And hence there could be 
no restriction as to the Details in question belonging to any particular 
Priest only. 


ADHIKARANA (5). 
(The Desire for Rain belongs to the Master.) 


Sutra (18): The Desire also (belongs to the Master) , as 
itis he who is related to the purpose served by the 
Sacrifice, 


[In connection with the /Jyotishioma we find the sentence—-‘ Yadi 
kGmayét varshét parjanyalt nicaissado minuyat `" and with regard to 
this there arises the question as to whether ‘ Desire for Rain’ pertains 
to the Master or to the Priest. ` 

As the desire for the Principal Result is definitely ascertained ,— 
(1) on account of the Atmanépada ending in ‘ Yajétu, (2) on account of 
co-extensiveness, and (3) because of the Aimané pada affix in Adadhita,— 
as belonging to the same Person who performs the Principal Action , 
hence what remains doubtful is only the particular person to whom the 
Desire for the Minor Result belongs ; and on this question we have the 
following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“The Desire for Minor Results, such as those mentioned in con. 
“ nection with the Sadomana, are pointed out--by the Parasmaipada 
“affix in ‘minuyat '—as belonging to the same person who does the 
" Sadomana; and hence there can be no doubt as to that person being 
‘pointed out by the name (‘ Adhvaryava’ of the Vedic section in 
“ which the sentence occurs), as the Adhvaryu.” 

And in reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA., 


The Atmanépada ending in the word ‘ Yajéta,’ which occurs in- 
connection with the Principal Action (to which the Sadomana is subsi- 
diary), distinctly shows that all the desires connected with the whole 
Performance belong to the Master only. That is to sav, from the Con- 
text it is clear that * yudi kamay@l’ is always to be taken as ‘yadi 
kämuyël yajamanah’ ; and hence the Result cannot but. be Ges arded 
as belonging to the Master. | 

In fact the Ponasmaipada ending in ` minuyat’? also, which denotes 
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an action of the Adhvaryu, is quite explicable in accordance with 
the Stddhanta view ; as otherwise, if the Result, following from the 
action expressed by the root ‘ Dumiù’ (to throw) (in ‘ minuyat’), 
were meant to belong to the same Person that would do the Mane (e, 
who would be the nominative of ‘ minuyat,’ the Adhvaryu Priest),— 
then, inasmuch as the Root is a‘ fi!’ one, we should have had the 
Atmanépuda ending (in accordance with Panini’s Sara: ‘svarila ùitak 
kartrigamini kriyaphalè? And as this Direct Declaration (in the shape 
of the Parasmatpada ` minuyal’) would set. aside the co-extensiveness 
(i.e the fact of the Desire and the Sudomana pertaining to the same 
Nominative) indicated by Syatactical Connection, there would be 
nothing incongruous in this. Or. we might retain the said co-exten- 
siveness indicated by Syntactical Connection, as quite compatible 
with the Siddhanta, by taking it as based upon the Adhvaryu’s Desire 
being in the form—‘ may the Master obtain the Rain that he desires.’ 

The word ` lath@’ (‘also') in the Sūtra is meant to show that the 
conclusion—‘ samakhyavt na myamyaté’ (‘the Name does not res- 
trict the performance as being done by a certain Person ’)— arrived at 
in the previous Adhikarana. applies to the present case also. 


Sutra (14): The Desire would belong to others, when 
it would be spoken of as such. 


In the other Adhikaranas the Sūtra has had ‘in cases where we 
have a direct declaration to that effect °; but inasmuch as there is no 
such Direct Declaration in connection with the subject of the 
present Adhikarana, we have the Sūtra simply saying ‘in a case where 
it is spoken of as such.’ 

The sentence—‘ Udgātā almauné® va yajamanaya va yam kamam 
k&mayelé tamagayali ’—clearly indicates the fact of the Desired Result 
belonging to both (the Udgāir as well as the Master); (1) because of 
the mention of the word ‘vã’ (‘or’), and (2) because of the Dative 
(in ‘Gtmanz’ and ‘yajamānāya’) distinctly pointing to the fact of 
the Action being for the sake of both. | 


ADHIKARANA (6). 
(Lhe Mantras beginuing with Ayurda@’ belong to the Master. | 


Siitra (15): The Mantras also, that are not instrumental 
in the performance of any actions, are like the 
Desire. 

[In regard to such Mantras as—' Ayurda agni ayur më dëhi. 

‘ varcodā agné asi varco më déhi’ ete., ete., —there arises the question 

as to whether these have to be recited by the Priests. or by the 

Master. And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“hese Bonedietory Mantras, not being connected with anv 
‘action, must be regarded as to be recited by the Person indicated by 
“the Name (of the Vedic section in which they occur). Because 
“ there are no results to follow from them; because the Mantras are 
“not injunctive, and there can be no reason for the assumption of 
“ results following from what is not enjoined. As for the Hope ex- 
"7 pressed in the Mantras, that could serve the purpose of encouraging 
“the Adhvaryu, as much as the Master.” 

In reply to this we have the following— 


- SIDDHANTA. 

They must be regarded as to be recited by the Master. Because, 
having no distinct results of their own, they could not but be express- 
ing the Hope for the Results to follow from the Principal Sacrifice.’ 
And there can be no doubt that this latter Result is to be hoped for 
by the Master, and not by the Priest; as the Result accruing to the 
latter,—viz., the obtaining of the Sacrificial Fee,—would be accom- 
plished even without the due fulfilment of the Principal Result ; and 
because this Result (the Fee) being obtainable from the Master, could 
not be asked for from Agni. 

If the Priest should ask for these Results, from Agni, for the sake of 
the Master, that would not be compatible with the expression ‘më déhi,’ 


which distinctly shows that the Result is asked for by the speaker for 
himself. . s 
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Hence it must be admitted that it is the Master himself who is to 
recite this Mantra.for the purpose of encouraging himself, by the 
delineation of the desirable Results to be obtained from the Principal 
Sacrifice. 


Sutra (16): Specially as we find the Mantras recited 
during his absence (from the place of Sacrifice). 


We find that these mantras appear along with certain other Mantras, 
—such as ‘Iha éva san tatra santam, ete. —which are to be recited by the 
Master, by way of a worshipful address to Agni; and the words of the 
latter Mantra distinctly show that it is to be recited by one who is 
absent from the place where the Agnihotra is actually performed. And 
this shows that the Recitation belongs to the Master, and not to the 
Priest ; because a Priest that would be absent from the place of Sacrifice, 
would no longer be a Priest; as he would not be connected with the 
Sacrifice. As for the Master, even during his absence, the materials 
offered in Sacrifice must be those that belonged to him and which he 
had set aside (mentally given away) for the Sacrifice; and as such he 
would continue to be related to the Sacrifice, as its Master (even during 
his absence). 

And inasmuch as the other Benedictory Waniras— Ayurda, ete.'--- 
are similar in character to the Mantra ‘ Iha ëm san elc., just treated 
of, they too must be regarded as to be recited by the Master, and not 
by the Priests. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 


| Zanlras mentioned in two sections of the Veda are to be recited 
by both the Priests indicated by the names of those sections. ] 


Sūtra A: Mantras mentioned twice are to be recited 
by both: as thus alone could the repetition be 
justified. 


In connection with the Darea-Pitrnamasa we find certain Mantras 
mentioned in two parts of the Veda-—ce.g. that with which the Butter is 
taken up. ‘ Pancdnanivaratanam, ele. is found mentioned in a general 
way in the Adhvaryava section, and again more specifically in the Yaja- 
mana section. And with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether this Mantra is to be recited (1) by both conjointly, (2) or by 
one or the other, optionally. (8) or by the Adhvaryu alone, or (4) by 
the Master alone. And on this question—the Pareapaksha is that — 
‘Tt should be recited either by the Adhvaryu only, or by the one or 
the other. oplionally.”’ 

In reply to this we have the Siddhänta, that both (the Adhwaryu 
as wellas the Master) should recite it. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the Manira is more specifically men- 
‘tioned in the section named ‘ Yajamana,’ it should he recited by the 
“ Master only.” 

Reply : A specific Name is accepted to be more authoritative, only 
when the Mantra is mentioned but once. When however it is mentioned | 
separately, in the generic and as well as the specific section,—if we 
were to accept the indications of the Specific Name, then the mention 
of the Mantra. in the other section would be absolutely purposeless. 
Further, when the specific and the generic pertain to the same object, 
the former sets aside the latter. And in the case im question though 
both treat of the same Mantra, vet as its mention is distinet in 
the two cases, the two must be regarded as pertaining to diverse 
vbjects. ‘Then again. we must find some use for the two distinct men- 
tions of the Mantra ; and there can be no other use save that it should 
be recited by both persons. Consequently it must be admitted that 
hoth (the Master and the Adhvaryu) should recite the Mantra. 

Objection : Of the two mentions, one may be taken as serving the 


MANTRAS MENTD. IN TWO SECS. TO BE RECITED BY BOTH PRIESTS. 1679 


“ purpose of showing the form of the Muntra, and the other that of 
“pointing out the use to which it should he put. And then, inas- 
‘much as Mantras are meant to serve the purpose of indicating the 
“actions to be performed,-—and as the primarv action aud its subsi- 
“ diaries have all one and the same performer, he Mantra should be 
recited by that Priest who gives his name to the Vedie Section in 
‘which the action of holding the butter (which is indicated bv the 
" Mantra) may be found to be laid down. Because it is only in such 
“= eases that the Jantra, being euguised as to be used, comes to stand 
in need of a Person who should use it, And as for the mere pointing 
out of the form of the Mantra, that could be done. even without its 
‘ being used at the time of the performance of an Action, by a mere 
reading of the Vedie text. As a matter of fact, we find that the 
į Holding of the Buller is distinctly found to be laid down in the 
Adhvaryava section ; aud as such the Mantra should be recited by the 
Adhvaryu only, Se not by the Master.” 

Reply: The mention of the Mentre tu the Yajamans section also | 
—even though it be meant merely as showing the form of the Mantra. 
and not as connected with any action, —-leads us to believe that it ts 
to be used: and as such even iu this case, it stands in need of a person 
who could use it: and the fact of its being mentioned in the Yajamana 
section shows that il is to be used by the Vajanana (Master), 

Question : © What special purpose woul be served by such use of 
‘the Mantras 7” 

Answer: It is necessary for the Master to examine (keep an eye 
on) the re just in the same manner as it is necessary for the 
Adhvaryu to perform them. And in cases where no Mantras are laid 
down for the Master, the examining would be done in other ways ; in 
the case in question however, we find the Wantras distinetly laid down 
for the Sacrifice ; and hence the cxamining would be done by means of 
these Mantras, And the use of the Mantras would lie in their serving 
as the means of examining the ddhvaryu’s doimg:. 


ADHIKARANA. (8). 
[It is only the Learned that is to be made to repeat Mantras. | 


Sutra (18): It is only the learned that is to be made to 
repeat (Mantras); as an ignorant person is not 
spoken of (in connection with Sacrifice). 


We have certain sentences laying down the fact of the Master 
being made to repeat certain Mantras ; [and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether the learned and the ignorant master 
alike are to be made to repeat them, or the learned only. And on this 
question, we have the following— | 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“The Ignorant too can be made to repeat the Mantra, in parts:; 
“and as such it is both the Learned and the Ignorant that are to be 
“made to repeat the Mantras; or, inasmuch as the Learned would 
‘himself know the Mantra, there would be no need, in his case, of 
“ another person prompting him in the repeating of the Manira,—it ts 
‘the Ignorant only who is to be made to repeat.” 

In reply to this, we have the following -- 


SIDDHANTA. 
The Ignorant person is not spoken of (in conneciion with sucrttces). 


That is to say, if the study of the Veda had been laid down along 
with the declarations of certain actions as to be performed with a view 
to vertain desirable results,—then, it would be possible for the Igno- 
rant Master to be taught the Vedic texts, even at the time of the per- 
formance. As a matter of fact, however, the study of the Veda is laid 
down, without reference to any particular action, in the sentence 
‘tusmat svadhyayo dhyétavyah.’ And as, in accordance with this, there 
would be many persons, knowing the Veda, available for sacrifices, 
there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (to justify an Ignorant 
Master repeating the mantras); and consequently all sacrifices would 
‘pre-suppose a knowledge of the Vedu as a well-established fact, just 
like the Laying of Fire; and they could not point to the fact of the 
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Veda being taught at the time of the performance. Nor would the 
texts, taught at the spur of the moment, be called ‘ Veda’ (as the 
proper study of the Veda has to be made under certain very rigid 
conditions). Consequently, only those Mantras that have been got up 
before the performance of the Action commenced, could be accepted 
as accessories to that Action ; and hence no Ignorant person can be 
entitled to the repetition of Manlras at sacrifices. 

Even in the case of the Master knowing the Mantras, we could 
have a person urging him to repeat the Mantras; just as we have the 
Priests addressing the several Directions to one another (though every 
one of them knows quite well what is required to be done); because 
even though the Master might be quite capable of reciting the Mantra, 
yet he cannot do it until urged to it (by the Adhkearyu). And as 
for this urging or prompting, this can be done in two wavs: (1) the 
prompter could go on repeating the Mantra part by part (and the 
Master would be repeating it after him), or (2) he would simply ask 
him to recite (and the Master, knowing full well which Mantra was 
meant to be recited, would go on with the recitation). 

The Bhashya puts forward the question ` ‘‘ Knowledye of how much 
of the Veda is necessary for a person being entitled lo the repetition of the 
Mantras ?” This question is caleulated to clear the question raised by 
the upholders of the Vaçieshika and other systems of philosophy as to 
a knowledge of their own philosophical systems being necessary fora 
person before he is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

The reply to this question, given in the Bhashya is-— Knowledge 
of that much of the Veda is necessury, as would render him capable of 
performing the duties devolving upon him,’ —this reply being hased 
upon the fact of the knowledge atfording a perceptible help to the 
Sacrifice through creating (in the Performer) a certain capability (tend- 
ing to the proper accomplishment of the Sacrifice). That is to say, 
though the whole of the Veda is included in the ‘ svadhyaya’ ( Vedic 
study ’ laid down by the Injunction ‘ svadhyayo’ dhyclavyah), yet inas- 
‘much as the Mantra and Brahmana portions dealing with the Jyolish- 
toma could be of no use to one performing the Darga-Purnamasa, the 
absence of a knowledge of those portions could not incapacitate the 
person from performing these latter Sacrifices, Similarly inasmuch as 
a knowledge of the Jshti portion of the Veda would make a man cap- 
able of performing the Zshtis, only that portion of the Veda would 
constitute the ‘ svadhyayu’ for one who would be performing them 
But the whole of the Veda is studied, because it is not known which 
action and at what time, one might be called upon to perform,—uas all 
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actions, the nitya, the naimittka and the kamya, are performed as occasion 
presents itself (there being no fixed time for these). Consequently, if 
he read only certain portions of the Veda, there might be occasions 
when he would be called upon to perform Sacrifices with a view to 
certain results,—the Vedic portions relating to which he may not have 
read; and not knowing these he would be incapable of performing 
these Sacrifices ; and as such, would be excluded from its performance 
Then again, the reading up of these portions at the time of the per- 
formance would not be counted as ‘ Vedie study’; as this has a fixed 
time for it. like all observances ` nor would such a reading be accepted 
at Sacrifices, which have all their requirements fulfilled by the Veda 
studied in the right style (as done during a period of Brahmacarya, ete., 
ete); and hence the employment of such a person would create a 
disurepancy in the performance. Then again, inasmuch as ‘ Vedic 
study? is not included in the texts laving down the performance of 
actions with a view to certain desirable results, all sacrifices stand in 
need of the Veda as studied in accordance with the generic [njunction 
of Vedic study, not laid down with reference to any particular Action - 
and as such it is necessary for the whole Veda to be studied during the 
period of Bralunacarya. LE through some inherent incapacity, one 
could not read up the whole at that time,—and he manages to get up 
the portions relating to the Agniholra and the Darca-Pérnamasa, then 
this much of knowledge would not fail Lo entitle him to the perform- 
ance of these Actions. 

Such being the case, the knowing of the branches of knowledge 
other than the Veda De the various systems of Philosophy etc) would 
be very far from being necessary (for the performance of Sacrifices). 
As for the knowledge of Self, however, inasmuch as without such 
knowledge one could not take up the Sacrifices (which are always 
done with a view to certain transcendental results accruing after 
death),-—it must be regarded as necessary for the performance of all 
Sacrifices (Vide Clokavartika-—section on ‘Atmavada’). 


ADIHIKARANA (9). 
[ The Twelve Drandvas are to he performed by the A dhraryu.| 


Sätra (Ir Being mentioned inthe Viinmina section 
“of the Veda, the Actions should be done by the 
e Waster,” 


[In connection with the Darça-Pūrnamāsi, are laid down the 
twelve actions---‘ Vadsamuparcasrjate’ and the like; and with regard 
to these there arises the question as to whether these Actions are to be 
done by the Adhenryn or by the Master. And on this question, we 
have the following|.— 


PURVAPAKSILA, 


“The twelve Dvandva-Actions in question are found mentioned 
“in the Yajamana as well as the Adhvaryava section of the Veda: and 
"as such, being like Mantras mentioned in the two sections (dealt, with 
“under Sulra 17), they could not be performed by both (the Master 
“and the Adhvaryu) ; and hence, through the name ‘ Yaamana’, the 
‘Actions in question should be regarded as to be performed by the 
“ Master.” 

SIDDHANTA. 


Sätra. (20): The Adhvaryu should perform them: as it is 
jor the sake of these (that he is appointed); the 
Indications of the Name © Yajamana’) too would 
justify that procedure. 


Until the Actions have actually made their appearance, they do not 
acquire the character of ‘Dvandva’; and as there are no words jin- 
junctive of them (in the Yajaména section), they cannot be regarded as 
having their original appearance in that section; as a matter of fact, 
they have their appearance in the Adhvaryava section. And with 
regard to the actions thus originatively mentioned in this section, 
there arises a desire to know who their Performer is: and the fact of 
the services of the Adhvaryu having been engaged for the performance 
of these Actions marks out the Adhvaryu ag the required Performer 
of these Actions ; and hence there would be no further Jesire to find out 
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their Performer, at the time that the same Actions are spoken of as 
‘ Dvandvas’ (in the Yajamana section) ; and as such they could not be 
regarded as to be performed by the Master (on the strength of the 
name of this latter section). 

Thus then we find that the simple performance of the Actions not 
being connected with the Master, it is only the Dvandvata (Coupling) 
of these that could be done by him. (But this too is not possible) ; 
as the Coupling too could not possibly be done by a person other 
than the actual performer of the Actions; because the Coupling is to 
be done immediately after the Actions have been performed; and 
when all Actions are performed by one Person, their Coupling could 
not be done immediately after their performance, if it were done by 
another Person. Nor would it do to make the Actions also performed 
by the Master, for the sake of the immediate Coupling. Hence, in 
accordance with the Law relating to Contradiction of the Accessories of 
Subsidiaries (Sūtra, XII—ii,—25), the Coupling too must be regarded 
as to be done by the Adhvaryu (and not by the Master). 

Then, as for the name ‘Yajamana’ (of the section in which the 
Couplings are laid down), its indications would be duly observed, by 
the fact of the Master calling the attention of the Adhvaryu to the 
Couplings of the Actions performed by the latter. 


ADHIKARANA (10). 
{ The Adhvaryava-Karana should be performed by the Hotri. ] 


Sätra (21): When there is mutual incompatibility, the 
Karana Mantra should be recited (by the Hotri); 
because of the inherent relationship (between the two). 
The other WMantra should be vecited: by another 
Priest, who may have special reasons for doing it. 


In connection with the Sacrificial Post at the -/yotishtoma, we 
have two Mantras—one to be recited by the Adhvaryu, ‘Parivirasi 
ele? which is descriptive of the [nstrumentality of the tving of the 
Rope, and another to be recited bv the Zotri ‘ Yuva suviisth ebe. which 
is descriptive of the actual Tying,—both of which are recited simulta- 
neously, by the two Priests, at the Primary Sacrifice (Juvotishtoma) ; 
and these same Mantras come to be used at its Modification—the 
Kundapaiyinamayana (in accordance with the Law that the Modifica- 
tion is to be done in thesame way as the Original) ; and inasmuch as at 
this particular Sacrifice (of the Kundapayinamayuna), the duties of the 
Hotyi and the Adhvaryu are performed by the same person (in accor. 
dance with the Injunction ‘ Yo hola so ‘adhvaryuh’); and as such 
the recitation of both Mantras being impracticable, it becomes neces- 
sary to recite only one of them, and reject the other. And there arises 
the question, which one of the two Mantras should be admitted 
and which rejected. 

And on this question, we have the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“In the first place there can be no hard aud fast rule as to 
“which one of the two should be recited. Or, it may be that in- 
“asmuch as the Hotri has a well-established character, the Injunc- 
“tion ‘Yo hota eo ‘adhvaryuh’ must be taken as laying down 
“the duties of the Adhvaryu as to be one by the Hotri; and as 
“such at the Sacrifice in question, the Hotri cannot give up any of the 
“accessories belonging specifically to him; and as such it his Mantra 
"ir Eë guvasa, etc.’) that should be rejected (and not that which 
belongs to the Adhvaryu, Parivirasi ele.’). 
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SIDDHANTA. 


When both cannot be used, and one has to be rejected, it is the 
Karana-Manira ( Parimrasi etc.’) that should be admitted, because of 
the particular inherent relationship. 

In connection with this some people offer the following explana- 
" tion: “The ‘inherent relationship’ spoken of could be nothing else 
"7 but the close proximity to the Principal. And hence, inasmuch as 
“that which is descriptive of the Tying would be an extraneous 
‘¢ factor in the Tying it would be a remoter auxiliary than the other 
“ which is descriptive of the Znstrumentality; as this latter forms an 
“ integral part of the Tying, and as such is more nearly related to 
“it (and it is for this reason that the former Mantra ‘ Parivirasi ete.’ 
“ should be rejected).”’ 

But this explanation is not tenable; as the said ‘proximity’ 
could not serve as the ground for the admission of one of the Mantras. 
Because if the Performer would come to the Action, (the Reciting) 
through the Principal Action (the Tying), then in that case, a proxi- 
mity or non-proximity to this latter could serve as a determining 
factor. But as a matter of fact we find that the said Performer is 
got at, both as regards the Primary and the Subsidiaries, by means of 
the Name and the Implicating Injunction. Nor is the present case 
subject to the Law of the Contradiction of the Accessories and Subsi- 
diaries (Sūtra X[1—ii—25) ; as both the Mantras are equally Accessories. 
Nor does the mere remoteness of the aid imparted make the accessory 
imparting such aid the less authoritative, when this accessory appears 
in another action ; as this also falls in with the action. In fact, the 
Mantra sought to be rejected is not a remote Auxiliary either; as it 
serves the purpose of bringing about a visible purificatory effect, by the 
contrivance of the remembrance of the Tying being performed. Hence 
we conclude that the ‘inherent relationship,’ of the Manira belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu, spoken of in the Sūtra, is that consisting in the 
fact of the connection of this Mantra (with the Tying) being distinctly 
perceptible; while that of the Mantra—that belonging to the Hotri— 
can at best, be only inferred. Thatis to say, in the Implicatory Injune- 
tion laying down the ‘ Hotri’ and other priests, these words being used 
in their direct original signification—with reference to the Actions that 
are spoken of in connection with the word ‘ Adhvaryu’ and the like,— 
we cannot but conclude that the relationship of the Hotri with these 
Actions is only one to be inferred, while that of the Adhvaryu is 
distinctly perceptible. 
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It has been argued above that, “the Hori, without renouncing 
his characteristic details, becomes connected with the Jantra belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu.” 

But he could have been thus conuected, only—(1) if the Hofrt- 
character depended wholly upon the recitation of that Mantra, or (2) if 
the Adhvaryu had been laid down with reference to the Mantra related 
to the Holri, or (3) if the duties of the Adhvaryu had been laid down 
with reference to the Hotri. As a matter of fact however none of these 
contingencies is possible. (1) Because, the character of the Holyi is as- 
certainable from the presence of a certain capability, and even if that 
character were determined by any action, there would be thousands 
of such actions (done by him) that would serve to mark out the Holy: 
priest. (2) Nor is the Adhvaryu laid down with reference to the actions 
belonging to the Hotri; because the two words Hotri and ‘ Adhvaryu’ 
denote two wholly distinct persons; and as such (in the sentence * yo 
hota so’ dhvaryuh’) there could be no co-extensiveness between the 
words (in their direct significations); and as such it becomes necessary 
to take one of them in their indirect secondary signification ; and then 
it is a well-known fact that all such secondary signilications are assumed 
on the ground of certain incongruities or inconsistencies (of the Direct 
signification); and as a matter of fact, we do not find any grounds 
for assuming such an indirect signification for the word ‘Hotri, as this 
is the first to appear in the sentence (and the inconsistency appears 
only after the sentence has been concluded with the word ‘ Adhvaryuh’); 
and hence, according to the Sätra XI1—ii—23, we must take the word 
‘Hotri’ in its direct signification ; and as a necessary outcome of this, 
the word ‘ Adhvuryuh’ should be taken as indicating the ‘duties of the 
Adhvaryu’ ; and with referonce to these the Holrs would be laid down ; 
and these would serve certain useful purposes in connection with the 
Sacrifice, which cannot be said of the Performer (Hotri) ; and as in all 
such cages it is the principal factor with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down, the Hotri, if enjoined, would be the subordinate 
factor; and as such he would have to be connected with only such 
of his own accessories as would be compatible with the Principal 
factor (‘duties of the Adhvaryu,’ with reference to which he has been 
enjoined). (3) And if the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘duties 
of the Adhvaryu’ with reference to the Hotri (and not the Hotyt for 
these duties), then, inasmuch as only those of these duties would 
come in to be performed by the Holtri as are compatible with his own 
duties, there would be no abandoning be thg Hotri of any of his own 
specific duties. And under the circumstances, the ‘duties of the 
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Adhvaryu’ would come to be merely purificatory of one not related to 
the Original Sacrifice; and as this would be far from desirable, it is the 
contrary view (that the Hotri is laid down as reciting the Adhvaryu’s 
Mantra) that has been accepted. And hence it must be admitted that 
it is the relationship (to the Holi) of the ‘Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu’ that is directly perceptible; and hence being the principal 
factor, this would be the Manira recited (by the Hotri who is not to 
recite his own Mantra). 

Against this, some people bring forward the following objections :— 
‘In the case in question neither of the two Mantras should be dissociat- 
“ ed from the Hotri. Because, there could be an incompatibility in 
« the two Mantras (being recited by the same person) only if they were 
‘ meant to be recited at one and the same time; in the case in question, 
« however, we find that the Karana-Mantra is to be recited before the 
« aclion, while the other is recited aller the Action has been performed. 
“ That is to say, in accordance with the Law ‘ Mantrantena Karma- 
‘© disannipatah’, the Karana- Mantra is always recited before the Tying, 
“ while the other Manira (descriptive of the Ariyamana action) is 
« recited after the Z'ying has been done. And as such there would he 

" no incongruity in the Holri reciting both these Mantras.” 

Reply: It is not so; because the Kriyamana-character (i.e. the 
character of being Set persists from the Sankalpa, a mental 
operation of the Agent, to the end of the Action; and hence if the 
action of Tying were called up by the completion of the Action 
immediately preceding it,—then all the said time (from the Sankalpa 
to the end of the Action of Tying) would be the time for the reciting of 
the Manira descriptive of the Kriyamana (and as such the recitation of 
the Karana-Manira at this time would be wholly incongruous, there 
being every likelihood of the time of the one overlapping that of the 
other). 

Objection : ‘‘ But even then inasmuch as the Karana Mantra would 
“ be recited before the aforesaid operation of the Z'ying (beginning 
“ from the Sankalpa), there could be no incongruity (no chance of the 
“said overlapping). 

Reply: Not so; because the Karana-Manira, ‘ Parivirasi ete. can 
not indicate all the following: the Sankalpa, the getting hold of the 
Rope, the Sacrificial Post which has not yet been brought in, and the 
T'ying which is but partially coming to appear; and as such this 
Manira could not but be recited by the Priest standing near the Post: 
when the Paancipal Action has been begun (and not before that). 

Objection ` "" But even then, inasmuch as the Action (of Tying) 


Adhvaryava Kurana PERFORMED BY HOTRI. 1685 


“ would continue for a certain length of time, the two Mantras could 
“ be recited at different periods of it, and thus too there would be no 
“ incongruity in the reciting of both.” 

Reply: Why should there be no incongruity, when both the 
Maniras actually come to be recited at one and the same time, the 
time for the Karana-Manira being indicated by the Order of Sequence 
mentioned in the Brahmana—passage—‘ yiipaya pariviyamanayanu- 
brāhi; while the same time is also indicated for the other Mantra also, 
by the force of the same Direction (‘ yiipaya etc.’)? Nor is there any 
authority for regarding the Mantra descriptive of the Kryamana ag to 
be recited at any one period of time during the performance of the 
Action. Because we find that the Recitation of that Mantra is called- 
up by the Direction addressed (to the Hotri) immediately after the 
Holding of the Rope; and being a long Mantra it takes up all the time 
from then till the end of the Action (of 7'ying); and if the Advaryu’s 
Mantra—i.e. the Karana-Mantra—were to come in during this time: 
it could not be admitted without interfering with the recitation of the 
former Mantra. 

Objection: ‘‘ Under the circumstances, it being found necessary to 
reject cither the simultaneity of the two Maniras, or the fact of their 
“ being recited by the same person,—it would be more reasonable to 
“ reject the time (i.e. the simultaneity), as its cognition appears long 
“ after that of the subject under consideration; and there would be 

‘no ground for rejecting their intimate relationship to the same 
person (Reciter).” 

Reply: Such could have becn the case if, in stepping over the 
time of the Original, the Mantras did not fall off from their purpose. 
As a matter of fact however, if any of the two Mantras were to be 
recited at a time other than the Original, it would certainly fall off 
from the purpose pointed out by its own Indicative force ; and thus in 
this case we would have a contradiction ot Linga (Indicative Force). 

Objection: ‘‘This Indicative Force would be set aside by the 
“superior authority of the Direct Declaration—* Yö hota so’ adhva- 
Wd Wi 

Reply: 1¢ would have been set aside if this sentence had in- 
volved a Direct Declaration (of one and the same Person reciting both 
the Mantras); as a matter of fact, however, the sentence indicates 
this fact only by means of Syntactical Connection; and this too 
has been found to be based upon Indirect Secondary Signification. 
Because we do not find any word of the sentence directly expressing 
that ‘the Mantras belonging to the Hoipt and the Adhvaryu are to 
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be recited by one and the same Person’; in fact this is indicated 
by the fact of the two words ‘ Hota’ and ‘ Adhvaryuh’ appearing in 
the sentence as Co-extensive; and we have already shown above that 
such an indication is always due to Syntactical Connection; and this 
too has been found to be possible only by taking the word ‘ Adhvar- 
yuh’ as indirectly indicating the action (Mantra) related to the 
Adhvaryu. (And certainly such an Indication based upon a far-fetched 
Syntactical Connection could not set aside that based upon the 
aforesaid Indicative Force.) 

Objection: “The Indicative Force also, depending upon the 
‘‘Implicatory Injunction, would be very much removed from its ob- 
‘fective. The Syntactical Connection would be set aside by the Indi- 
“eative Force, only on account of the former being removed from its 
“objective; and in the case in question, the case would be quite the 
“ reverse (inasmuch as the Indicative Force would be further removed 
‘from its objective than the Syntactical Connection would be from its 
own). Becauseasa matter of fact, until the presence of the Mantras 
“has been pointed out by the Implicatory Injunction, they are not 
‘recognised as to be recited at the same time. Consequently it must 
“be admitted that the fact of the Mantras being recited by the 
“same person is more authoritative than that of their being recited 
“at the same time.” 

Reply: It is true that we have to accept the Implicatory In- 
junction; but that is for the sake of the form of the Manira, and 
not for that of the Indicative Power. And as for the admission of 
the Injunction for the sake of the form of the Mantra, that is 
common to both, Indicative Power as well as Syntactical Connection. 
And when the two Mantras have been duly laid down as to be recited, 
their Indicative Force becomes equal to any Direct Injunction. 

Objection: `‘ This could have been the case, if the Implicatory 
“Injunction laid down the Mantras as to be recited. As a matter 
“of fact, however, this [Injunction cannot lay down the two Maniras, 
“jn contradiction of the unity of the Reciter as laid down by the 
“Direct Injunction (‘yo hata so’ dhvaryuh). Though Syntactical 
“ Connection could not lord it over Indicative Power,—yet if the 
“form of the Mantra were laid down by the Implicatory Injunction, 
“even the subsequent recognition of incompatibility would enable 
“us to reject the said Injunction; and thus the very basis of the 
S eee ve Force having been cut off, the Indicative Force itself be- 

‘comes very much weakened.” 
Reply: It is only when two means of knowledge contradict each 
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other that one is set aside by the other; nor can an unrecognised con- 
tradiction be the cause of such rejection. And in the case in question, 
at the time that the Implicatory Injunction is laying down the Man- 
tras, no such contradiction (or incompatibility) is recognised. And as 
for the incompatibility perceptible after the Mantras have been laid 
down, we have already shown that in all such cases of subsequent 
recognition of incompatibility the Indicative Force is endowed with 
the superior authority. 

Tf, in the case in question the fact of both the Mantras being 
recited by the same person were indicated by Syntactical Connection 
itself, then, there might have been some ground for accepting this 
Connection as possessed of superior authority. Asa matter of fact, 
however, what is laid down is the connection with the Holrt, of the 
Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu, and not that of the Mantri 
helonging to the Holyi himself; as the reciting of this latter is indica- 
ted by the Implicatory Injunction (i.e. this Mantra is recited by 
the Hotri at the modification simply because of its being so recited 
at the Original Sacrifice; while as for the other Mantra being recited 
be the Hotri, that is aspecial provision meant for the Modification 
only, laid down by the sentence ` Yo hola ele’). Consequently if the 
sentence ‘yo hota etc.’ were to reject the other, on the ground of 
its indications being directly perceptible, then, the Name itself 
would come to set aside the Connection, with the Hotri, of the Mantra 
descriptive of the Kriyamana (i.e. the Manira ‘yuvd suvasah etc.’). 
And in that case, there being no incompatibility between the 
indications of Indicative Force and Syntactical Connection, there is 
nothing that could be set aside; and we would obtain the recitation 
of the Mantra belonging to the Adhvaryu. While if we were to accept 
the fact of Indicative Force being possessed of superior authority, 
in the manner shown above, then, we would fall upon something most 
undesirable (i.e. we would have the recitation of the Manira belonging 
to the Hotri only, the other being wholly rejected); and that would 
lead to the very object of the sentence ‘Yo hola ete.’ being wholly 
set aside (by the said Indicative Power); as the object of this sen- 
tence is the connecting of the Hoty with the Mantra belonging to the 
Adhvaryu, and not that of the Holre with the Mantra belonging to 
himself. And hence in that case we would have the recitations at the 
Modification (the Kundapayinamayanc) exactly in the same way as we 
have at the Original Primary Sacrifice (of the J yottshtoma). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that, on account of the 
peculiar inherent relationship (expressed by the sentence ‘yo hota 
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xo’ dhvaryul’? the Karana- Mantra (belonging to the Adhvaryu) should 
be recited by the Hotri,—thereby setting aside the indications of 
the name ‘ Adhvaryava’, as to the Muntra bearing this name being 
recited by the Adhvaryu, which could be possible (at the Modification) 
only through the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘the Modification is to 
be done in the same wavy as the Original Primary ’). 


ADHIKARANA (11). 


(The Directing, and the Action commissioned are to be done by 
different persons. ] 


Säfteg (22); Ja the case of Directions also, (the Action 
commissioned should be done by a person other than the 
Director); because Directions aliwoays refer to another 
person. 


[In connection with the Darca-Pirnamasa, we find certain Direc- 
tions laid down—such as " prokshanirasadaya’ ete. etc ; and with 
regard to these there arises the question whether the Person addressing 
the Direction is the same that is carrying out the Direction, or they 
are dillerent. And on this question, we have the following— | 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“Inasmuch as both the Direction and the Action commissioned 
“thereby are equally subject to the Name *Adhvuryava, both should 
“be regarded as to be done hy one and the same person- viz: the 
` Adhavryu. 

~“ Objection: ‘How could there be a Direction of one’s own self ? 

“Reply: The words under consideration are no /mperalive Direc- 
“tions; the Imperative ending is only meant to indicate that the 
“lime for the particular action has arrived. 

“The upholder of the " Direction-theory’ retorts: ‘If the Jm- 
‘‘ perative in the sense referred to by you were addressed to one’s own 
“self, then, certainly, we should have the affixes of the First Person. 
“The Second Person, in the sense of you, could not be possible unless it 
“were meant for another person. If however the word be taken as 
“ Directions (to somebody else) it is only right that there should 
‘be the endings of the Second Person.’ 

“ Reply: The fact of the words being imperative directions is set 
“aside by the very fact of the utterance of these words, and the per- 
‘formance of the action commissioned by those words, being done 

" by one and the same person,—as is distinctly indicated by the name 

“+ Adhvaryuva’ ; and then, in that case, the words could not but be 

“taken as*laying down the udvené of a partictlar time: and then there 
| 212 ° 
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“arises the question whether this time is that of the Actions or of 
“the Performers; and it is at once concluded that it is that of the 
“actions; because it is these that, being enjoined, have been pre- 
‘viously recognised as having an origination; and hence the recalling 
“of the time for their performance is found to serve a perceptibly 
“useful purpose. Jf the time were taken as pertaining to the Per- 
‘formers, then the case would be wholly the reverse of it (the purpose 
“served heing, at best, only an imperceptible one), Then as for the 
‘Second Person endings, it has been used simply because the affix 
‘fof some particular Person was necessary in a Verb; and there is 
“no special significance attaching to the affixes of the particular 
“ Person used. In fact it is the action itself which is addressed thus, 
“your time has arrived? If the word were taken as signifying 
“the advent of the time of the Performer, then, he would stand in 
‘need of being told that for the doing of which the time had arrived. 
‘* And if he were meant to be told that ‘his time for the doing of the 
« Asadana of the Prokshani etc. had arrived,’—then, the Direction 
‘being a qualified one, there would be a syntactical split. And for 
“this reason we must take the word as pointing out the advent 
“of the time of the Action to be performed. 

‘If, however, the sentence be taken as real Directions, then, too, 
“ they could not but be taken as addressed to one’s self, the speaker 
“ himself being taken as the director and the directed, in view either of 
“ the difference between the Body and the Bodied soul, or of the 
different conditions of his own life. 

‘‘And thus there can be no doubt as to the addressing of the 
‘¢ Directions and the performance of the Actions commissioned therein, 
“ being performed by one and the same person.” 

In reply to the above, we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The Directions are to be addressed by another person; because 
by their very nature, they refer to another person; just like Purchase. 

It has been argued above that the sentence in question is not a 
real Direction; but that is not admissible ; as the form of the Mantra 
itself clearly shows that the words involve a real imperative Direction. 
lf we were tu set aside this by the indication of the name ‘ Adhvaryava,’ 
‘as to the two being done by one and the same person.—then that 
would mean the setting aside of Indicative Power by the Name, which 
is an absurdity. Nor could this contradiction of Indicative Power be 
explained away by taking the words as signifying the advent of time ; 
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because in that case, the presence of the affix of the Second Person 
could not be explained. Specially as unless the action were spoken of 
by means of another word, the word in question could not be taken as 
addressed to the Action, in the sense of-- your time has arrived.’ 
Even if this were possible, it could not serve any perceptible purpose» 
because as a rule such words are addressed to living persons only. 
The admission of the difference in the various states of one’s own self too 
could not serve any perceptibly useful purpose : and apart from this, 
such interpretations would involve the necessity of having recourse to 
secondary significations, while it has been already shown that Mantras 
are to be used in connection with agtions signified by them directly. 
Hence, even though the Imperative were taken as signifving the 
advent of time, yet even then it could be addressed to some one else: 
and as such the fact of its being done by another person remains 
untouched. 

Nor would this involve a syntactical split; as the Diresvion would 
be with regard to a qualified object. Inany case it would be necessary 
to admit this object being a quelified one; because of the words 
*Prokshani’ ete Nor does the signification of many things by a 
single word constitute a syntactical split, as we can never avoid the 
fact of all Verbs signifying at one and the same time, such distinct 
objects as—the Action, the Performer, its number, the T ‘ansitive or 
Intransitive character of the Verb, the particular Person, and the 
Bhavana: and hence we cannot but admit of such a qualified Injune- 
tion as we have in the sentence in question. In fact, if we were to 
take the words as signifying the Advent of lime, inasmuch as the 
Second Person and the Action would be wholly distinct, we would have 
to assume two distinct expressive potencies in the word (and so it would 
be in your case that there would be a syntactical split). In the case 
of the words being taken as Directions, inasmuch as these are always 
addressed to Second Persons, the use of the Second Person affix might 
be taken as used by way of mere descriptive reference ; in fact it is only 
thus that we could justify the name of ` Madhyama (Second)—Purusha 
(Person).’ | 

Thus then, the Indicative force of the words setting aside the 
Indications of the Name ‘Adhvaryuva,’ the Directions should be ad- 
dressed by one person, and the uction commissioned therein should be 
performed by another. 


ADHIKARANA (12). 


[The Direction and the Action are to be done by the Adhvaryu and 
the Agnidh respectively. ] 


Sütra (23): “The Adhvaryu (should perform what is com- 
“missioned); as is distinctly shown (by the Veda).” 


[Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Direction 
is to be addressed by the Adhvaryu to the Agnét, or vice versa, And 
on this we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“We have the declaration—‘ Yadanvancan dharayét vajrēnādk- 
“varyum kshinvita’—or as otherwise read, ‘ Vajrodhvaryum kshin- 
“vita.” It is a well-known fact that the Sphya is held by the 
“ Zon. and hence the declaration ‘ Adhvaryum kshinvita’ distinctly 
“shows that it is the dgnit wielding the Sphya who is to address 
“the Direction. 

“Question: ‘Wherefrom do you get the injunction of this Agnit 
“as the Director 2". 

“ Answer: In accordance with the Sūtra X11—ii—-25, inasmuch as 
“the Direction is a subsidiary action, it is only right that there should 
“be an elimination of the Nominative of this subsidiary, and not 
“of the Principal Action. Then again, there are many actions com- 
“ missioned, while the actual Direction is one only ; and for this reason 
“also, in accordance with the Siitra--‘Bhiyasam syat sadharmaivat,’— 
“(the Performer as indicated by the name ‘Adhvaryava’ should be 
‘‘ taken as pertaining intact to the action commissioned by the Direc- 
‘‘tions,—of which actions there are many, and as such as it is only 
‘right that that whereof the number is large should be given the pre- 
“ference in the matter of relationship with the Performer indicated 
“by the name]; and hence the Adhvaryu being regarded as the Per- 
“former of the actions, we cannot but take the other, the Agnit, to 
“ be the person who addfesses the Directions.” S 
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SIDDHANTA. 


Sittra (24): The word ‘Adhvaryu! would indirectly 
apply to the Agnit; because of the similarity of the 
duties (of the two Priests). 

In accordance with the Sutra X1J—ii—23, it is only proper that, 
through priority, it is the Direction that should have for its Performer 
the person indicated by the name, nor, at that time. is there any 
incongruity perceptible in the acceptance of this person as the ad- 
dressor of the Direction ; in fact it is after the Direction has been ad- 
dressed by that person (the Adhvaryu), that the performance, by the 
same person, of the Actions commissioned therein being found to 
be incongruous, the p rformance of these is relegated to another 
person. And as the Direclor has got some sort of a nominative agency 
towards the actions performed under his Directions, the said ad- 
justment of the functions of the two Priests would be quite in keeping 
with the name ‘ Adhvaryava’ (as the directing Adhvaryu would have 
an agency with regard to the actions performed by the Agnît under his 
directions). Otherwise (if the Agnif were to do the Directing) in 
regard to the Direction, there would be total rejection of the indica- 
tions of the Name: as it would be neither done nor got done, by the 
Adhvaryu. Hence it must be admitted that the Aguri performs the 
actions, when directed by the Adhvaryu. 

Then as for the declaration ‘ Fajrénadhecaryum etc.” we can take 
the word ‘Adhvaryu’ as referring to the Agnit, as performing the duties 
of the Adhvaryu. 


ADHIKARANA (13). 


[In the Karana-Maniras what is asked for is the Result aceruing to 
the Master. | 


Sätra (25): It is the Result aceruing to the Priests 
‘that is asked forin the Karana-MWantras: as the 
“declaration directly points to that.’ 


d 


(In connection with the Darca-Parnamasa we find the declara- 
tion— Mamagré varco vihavéshwasta ili piirvamagnim grhnāti? And 
with regard to this there arises the question as to whether the ‘Glorv ` 
(Varcas) asked for in the Mantra is for the Priest, or for the Master. 
And on this question, we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 


“Just as in the case of the results spoken of in Mantras other 
“than the Karana-Maniras, the Result is taken to be one that is 
“mentioned in the Context, and we do not assume any other,—so, in 
“the same manner. in the Mantra in question, the result spoken of 
“must be regarded as the same that is mentioned in the Context. 
"And as the Mantras other than the Karana-Mantras are recited 
“by the Master, it is only proper that the Results therein asked for 
“should refer to the Master. The Karana-Mantras however are al- 
“ways recited by the Priests, as it is necessary that their recitation 
“should be done by the same Person that does the Action. If the 
" Mantras recited by the Adhvaryu Priest would speak of Results 
“ pertaining to the Master, then the mention of ‘Jama’ (Mine) would 
“be wholly incongruous. 

“As for the question as to what sort of ‘Glory’ could accrue to 
“the Priest (when the final result of the Action accrues to the 
" Master), —we reply that a proper fulfilment of the Sacrifice would 
“show that Sacrifices at which a particular priest officiates is sure 
“to terminate successfully; and this fame would greatly encourage the 
‘Priest. ‘This is what is meant by the Bhashya declaration— ‘ Gg: 
“ mutsahi bhavishyati "1.1" 
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STDDHANTA. 


Sütra (26): It would be the Result accruing to the 
Master; as the whole thing is done Jor his sake. 


The Mantra in question cannot be taken merely as serving the 
purposes of encouragement! as is done by the Mantras other than the 
Karana-Mantras. What the Mantra does is to mention a result that 
always follows from the subsidiary action (done with the Mantra), 
Because the Mantra has been laid down as serving a whollv distinet 
purpose (that of pointing to the Deity): and as such it is only when it 
indicates either the action, or something else connected with it, that 
it comes to be regarded as an accessory of the Principal Action. 

Thus then, in the case in question, if the Mantra only spoke of the 
glory attaching to the Adhvaryu Priest, --then. in that case, the whole 
of this Mantra could not be used in accomplishment of the Anradhana 
of Fire (in connection with which it is laid down): because an indica- 
tion of the Adhvaryu’s glory is not required hy this Anvādhāna. In 
fact, even if it indicated the Result of the Principal Action, then too. it 
could not have any connection with the Aneadhana; and this connec. 
tion becomes all the more impossible, when it indicates merely the 
Adhvaryu’s glory, which is something wholly extraneous to the sacri- 
fice, and serves no useful purpose in connection with the sacrificial 
operations. Hence in accordance with the Law of the Sùktavaka (LI--- 
ii— l] et seq.), the Result spoken of must be taken as that which 
follows from the action of Anradhand, as otherwise we could not justify 
the injunction of the Mantra as instrumental in that Action (and it has 
been proved already that the Result of actions belongs to the Master, 
and not to the Priests). 

As for the Benedictions, they are directly subsidiary to the Principal 
Action ; and hence they could become subsidiaries, by the indication 
of the Results of that Action; and hence if they were to bring about 
distinct results of their own. then. being ‘ connected’ (with the distinct 
result), thev could not be taken up by the Context as subsidiaries of 
the sacrifice (Vide, Sūtra TI1—iii—11). And hence the case of the 
Mantra in question cannot be regarded as similar to these Benedic- 
tions. 

Objection: * Even if the Mantra were to lead to a distinct result, 
‘inasmuch as the word ‘Mama’ refers to the Adhvaryu (who recites 
‘the Manira), the Result should be regarded. in accordance with the 
“ Law of Tadvyapadéga, as pertaining to the Adhvaryu.” 

Repl: It is Indicative Power that indic&tes the fact of the Result 
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pertaining to the Adhvaryu: while the Atmanépada affix (in ‘ ddadhita’y 
involves the Direct Declaration of its pertaining to the Master (and 
there can be no doubt that this latter is more authoritative than the 
former). 

Objection : “ Well, in that case, in order to be in keeping with both 
“ (Direct Declaration and Indicative Power), why should not this 
“ action also be taken as to be performed by the Master himself; as in 
“ that case we would have no incongruity in the use of the word 
“ ¢ Mama,’ and the said Atmanépada ending.” aa 

Reply: It is not so; because if the Action (of Anvidhana) were 
preceded by a raoitation of the Mantra, then we could have such 
n restriction as you speak of. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Action appearing before (the Mantra) comes to be recognised 
as wholly subservient to the Sacrifice only; and as such it becomes 
quite compatibly connected with the Adhvaryu, in accordance with 
the indications of the Name ‘Adhvaryava’ (of the Section in which the 
Action happens to be mentioned). 

Nor could it be urged that—‘in that case, the mere recitation 
of the Manira would be done by the “Master.” Because that which 
is taken up by the Action itself has necessarily the same Performer 
as that Action.’ 

Objection: “ln that case, inasmuch as the Result in question 
‘* would also be taken up by the Action (it could not but pertain to 
“ the Master," 

Reply: The Result could be taken up, if such taking up were not 
obstructed by the said Atmanépadu ending. But inasmuch as there is 
no possibility of the indication of the Atmanépada being set aside,— 
and as there is no possibility of its being taken in an indirect secondary 
signification,—it is far more reasonable to take the word ‘ Mama’ in 
the Manira either as explained by means of certain words supplied 
from without, or as being used in an indirect secondary signification, — 
the sentence in question being taken as ‘May my Master obtain 
glory,’ or ‘ May the Master similar to me obtain glory.’ 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Result spoken of 
pertains to the Master. | 

Those theorists who hold the Anvadhana of Fire as to be done by 
the Master himself fall into this mistake, simply by reason of this 
word ‘ Mama’ occurring in the Mantra. If they could bring forward 
any text in support of their contention, then too, then it would be 
necessary to consider the question as to whether the Result should 
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be taken as pertaining to the Adhvaryu and the Master, as optional 
alternatives,—as in the case of options with regard to Actions,-—or as 
pertaining always to the Muster only. 


Sitte (27): Also because of Indications to that cffeet, 
The Benedictions that are pronounced by the Priests are dis- 
tinctly declared,—in the sentence ` Yai vat kancana ytwija açehamägãsat 
Yajamanasyaiva sa,’-—as pertaining tothe Master: and this declaration 
would be compatible with the Siddhanta, and not with the Pūrva- 
paksha view. 
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ADHIKARANA (14). 


|lu the Karana Mantras, those Results that affect the Action belong 
to the Priests. ] 


Sūtra (23): The Results affecting the Action belong to 
the Priests; as the Waster also would want such 
results to acerne to the Priests only, 

This is an exception to the previous Adhikaranu. In a case 
where the Kurana Mantra speaks of a result that affects the Action,— 
eg. the Mantra, ‘Agnavishni mavakramishum vijthatham ma ma 
santaptam’ (‘May Agni and Vishnu. ...not make me very hot’); and 
in this case, inasmuch as the Result-—absence of much heat-—would be 
of use in the Action (as the Priests when not overheated would be in 
a position to perform their duties better),—and as such the Master too 
would require such a result to accrue to the Priests (as thus would 
his Sacrifice be performed in a suitable manner),—this conclusion 
would not be incompatible with the Atmanépada ending. 


Sätra (29): Because of the distinct mention (of the Priest 
as connected with the Result). 

Under the Sttra Lll—viii—14, we have cited an instance of the 
mention in Brahmanas: while what we cite, in course of the present 
discussion, is an instance of the mention in Mantras. As this mention 
in the Mantra would ba hard to be got at, there might be a doubt as 
to the Results in question not pertaining to both (the Adhvaryu and 
the Master). But as a matter of fact the ground for the assumption of 
the Result being mentioned in the Mantra, operating simultaneously, 
is found to be applicable to both, and as such there would be no neces 
sity of having recourse to a complicated method of interpretation. 

Objection: “ Well, in that case, why should not both recite the 
" Mantra in question ?” 

Reply: When being recited by one only, the Mantra can indicate 
the Result accruing to both,—and all that is desired having been 
accomplished by that single recitation,—there could be no use for its 
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being recited over again by the other. And as it isthe Adhvaryu alone 
who recites the Mantra (the Result herein spoken of is one that 
belongs to the Adhvaryu). 


ADHIKARANA (15). 


(The Purification of Materials pertains to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices.| 


Sūtra (30): The Purification of Materials pertains to 
all Actions; as all equally belong to the same Con- 
text. 

We have done with the question of the contradiction and non-. 
contradiction of Name (by Direct Declaration, etc.). And all these 
discussions relating to the contradiction or non-contradiction of 
Direct Declaration, etc., apply cqually to the Original Primary Sacri- 
fice as well as its modifications. 

It has been shown that the Accessory Details belong to the Primary 
as well as its subsidiaries (Sūtra LLI—vii—l1 et seq.) ; and then there 
arising the question as to how it would be with the Modifications, the 
present Sutra has been introduced simply by way of showing that the 
same conclusion holds regarding these also. 


ADHLKARANA (16). 


(The Accessory Details peculiar to the Original Primary do not belong 
to the Modifications. | 


The last Sūtra (30) can be taken as embodying the Pūrvapaksha 
of the Siddhanta put forward in the following Sätra; and thus for the 
present Adhikarana, we have the following :—- 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
- Tnasmuch as the accessory details, in the shape of the Grass, ete., 
‘have been shown to belong to a Aciions. we must regard them as 


‘belonging to the Modifieations also.” 


SIDDITANTA., 

Sūtra (31): Inasmuch as they are mentioned in con- 
nection with the Primary Original, the Peculiar 
Accessary Detail could not belong to the Modifica- 
tion. 

If the Accessory Detail in question had heen mentioned as com. 
mon to all actions by way of Anushanga like the Injunction with 
regard to the Subsidiaries, -and if these were scriptural texts pointing 
to its presence at the Modifications,-—-then. in those cases, inasmuch as 
there would be no grounds for restricting the Injunetion of that 
Acessory to the Primary Sacrifice only, we could not but regard it as 
belonging to all Actions. As a matter of fact however, ail attribution 
of Accessory Details is preceded by an Injunction of the Actions them- 
selves. And when an Accessory has been taken up by a Sacrificial 
operation, it does not take upon itself, for its own accom plishment, the 
purposes, perceptible and imperceptible, emanating from reatrictions. 
And these purposes again enter into the (Primary) Sacrifiec, only as 
having their extent fully recognised. And these. for the sake of their 
own fulfilment, betaking themselves to several Actions, come into 
these as wholly restricted within themselves. » 

Nor have we found, at the Primary Sacrifice, the Yapavalasturana 
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being done by the Grass ; and hence the Modifications could not take 
in either the Grass or its accessories. Those actions,—e.g. the Vedis. 
tarana and the like—that do take in those accessories of the Grass, are 
nob found to be wanting in any essential factor, without the Yapa- 
vatastarana ` and as such the said Details could not enter into the 
Modification for the sake of those—i.e. the Vedistarana, etc. Hence 
it must be concluded that the Accessory that is peculiar to the Pri- 
mary does not find place in the Modification. 

The Bhashya says—‘ Pradhanam hi codako’pekshuté’; and the 
sense of this is that the Accessory cannot be regarded as enjoined in 
common for the Primary and the Moditication ; nor does any scriptural 
text imply the presence of that Accessory at the Modification. 
Because if the Modification could call up all the texts bearing upon its 
Primary Original, then everything in connection with it would have 
to be done afresh, just as in the Original sacrifice; and that would 
involve the necessity of connecting factors very remote from one 
another. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, we have found that the mere Impli- 
cation of scriptural texts and the fact of the Accessory being enjoined 
equally for both (the Primary and the Modification), do not connect, 
with other duties, the Pagupuredagu, which, among the parificatory 
rites relating to the Sacrificial animals, has been found to pertain to 
the Animal dedicated to the Deity Agni-Somu. And this fact, as 
well as the presence of Uhas (at the Modification), would not be com- 
patible with the theory that the Accessory in question belongs to the 
Primary Original, as well as to its Modification. Hence it must be 
admitted that it is only the beneficial effect of the rite performed in 
connection with the Original Primary that is transferred to the Modifi- 
cation (and not so the actual performance of the Rite). 


ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The Vidhrti and the Puviira should be made of the Paribho- 


janiya Grass. | 


Sūtra (32): There being an incompatibility, the others 
could have no distinct connection (with the Accessory 
Detail in question); specially because of a particular 
Declaration. 

We proceed to show that the Gruss laid down for the Primary 
does not subserve all purposes. 

[In connection with sacrifices we have the making of the Pavitra 
and the Vidhrli, out of the Kucu Gruss, laid down. And with regard 
to these there arises the question as to whether these are to he made out 
of the Grass brought in for the purpose of being spread over the Altar, 
or out of other Grasses. And the Pérvapaksha taking up the former 
alternative, we have the following— | 


SIDDHANTA. 

The Grass that has been chopped in a particular way being laid 
down as to be used for spreading over the Altar,—in the sentence 
 Trdhanupancadha, ete.’,--it could not be used for the making of the 
Pavitra, ete. Consequently we must seek for another sentence laying 
down the Gruss in general, for the purpose of making the Pavitra and 
the Vidhyti. And we find that the sentence ‘ Dhatuh, ete., serves 
to lay down collectively a number of spreadings (and among these 
we find the mention of the Paribhojaniya Grass ; and the Pavitra and 
the Vidhrlis should be made out of this Grass). 


ADHIKARANA (18). 


[It is the Cake, etc. of the Original Sacrifice that should be 
kept in.] 


Sätra (33): Itis a portion (of the former) that should be 
set aside; because of the connection (with the Injunction) 
of what already exists, 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the declaration— 

‘ Purodacacakalam aindravayavasya grahé nidadhati, ete , etc.’ + and with 

regard to this there arises the question as to whether the Cake-piece 

that is kept in these vessels is taken out of the Cake used at the Original 

Primary Sacrifice, or it is obtained from elsewhere. And on this ques- 

tion we have the following — | 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
“Inasmuch asthe Cake, the Dhana, etc., are meant for the 
“ Savaniya Sacrifice, we must, in accordance with the previous 
“ Adihikarana, take the Cake-pieces, required for Grahana, Crapana, 
“ ete., as to be obtained from elsewhere.” 
Ín reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


In accordance with Sūtra 1V--i—28, the Parvapaksha view would 
necessitate a recourse to Secondary signification, without much use, 
and we must regard the Cake-pieces as to be obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Sacrifice ; specially (1) because 
we do not find any other piece of Cake in existence; (2) because 
at the Original Sacrifice only two Slices having been offered, the 
Disposal of the remainder by the Keeping under question would serve 
a distinctly useful purpose; (3) and because this procedure would 
be in keeping with the Accusative ending (in ‘ Puredagacakalam ’). 
Consequently it must be admitted that the Cake-pieces kept in the 
Aindravayava and other vessels, should be those obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Primary Sacrifice. 


ADHIKARANA (E) 


[At the kam va Ishtis, the specification of Uptime pertains 
to the Principal Action. | 


Sutra (34): * The Aceessory laid down in connection 
“with the Modifiention relates to all Aetions,--just 
“like the Original Primary.” : 

[We have the declaration—‘ Yajiatharvana vasi kamya ishtayah, 
ia upameu kartavyah’; with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the specification of Upimcu (Quietness) pertains to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices, or to the Primary only. 
And on this question we have the following—] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 
“The Upamgu should be observed in all those cases, where 
existing, it could afford some aid to the Kamya Ishlis,”’ 


SIDDHANTA. 

Sätra (35): Lt must be regarded as meant for the Prin- 
cipal Action only; as it has not been enjoined for 
the Subsidiary. 

Some people explain the expression ‘acoditatvat’ as follows: 
“ Inasmuch as the character of the Upamcu has already been found 
“ to be distinctly perceptible, the Subsidiaries that ave amenable to 
“ the Implicatory Injunction do not get at it.” 

But this explanation is not admissible; because in all cases the 
operation of the Implicatory Injunction is the very first to come in. 
Hence the expression should be explained in the following manner: 
In the case of the Original Sacrifice, the Context having shown that tie 
characteristic in question pertains to the Principal Action only,-—it. 
is the more authoritative Syntactical Connection that connects it with 
all the Actions; in the case of the Modification, on the other hand, 
it is Syytactical Connection itself that specifies the Characteristic 
as belonging to the Principal Action only; because the sentence 
214 D 
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distinctly mentions the word ‘ Kamyah’; and certainly the Subsidiaries 
are never related to any desires; and hence the characteristic in 
question cannot be regarded as enjoined for these Subsidiaries, 


ADHIKARANA (20). 


[At the Subsidiaries of the Cyéna simple Bulter should be used in place 
of Clarified Butter. | 


Sätra (36): Because of the impossibility of its being 
used at the Primary Sacrifice, it must be used at the 
Subsidiaries; specially on account of the peculiar 
proximity. 

[In connection with the Cyéna, we find the declaration Drti- 
navanitamajyam’ : and with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the Butter is to be used at the Principal Sacrifice of the 
Cyéna, or at its Subsidiaries. And on this question, we have the 
following—] 

PURVAPAKSBA. 


“ Inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be a qualified 
‘Injunction in the Context of the Principal Action, the Butter must 
“be taken as replacing the Soma at the Principal Sacrifice.” 


SIDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as it is not possible to have Injunctions of many sub- 
stances, the sentence must be taken as laying down a particular sub- 
stance with reference to the Clarified Butter (Ajya). And as a matter 
of fact we find that there is no Clarified Butter used at the Principal 
Sacrifice; and hence, in accordance with the Sūtra TII—i—18, the 
material laid down in the sentence in question must be regarded as 
pertaining to the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 


Sütra (37): Objection: vi The same would be the case 
“with the Laying of Fire also.’ 
“The ‘Clarified Butter’ spoken of in the sentence must be taken 
“ as that which imparts some aid to the Cyéna sacrificc, and in that case 
“inasmych as the Clarified Butter used gt the Pavamana Ishtis of 


v 


“the Laying of Fire would also be imparting some aid to the Çyëna, 
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“we would have the Simple Butter at these Ishtisi also in place of the 
“Clarified Butter.” - 


Stitra (38): Reply: It cannot be so; because these 
(Ishtis) do not appeur in the Context (of the Cyéna): ; 
specially as (the mere fact of the Ishtis imparting an aid 
to the Çyena) cannot be a ground for regarding them 
as Subsidiaries to it. 


That is to say, an Action becomes subsidiary to a Sacrifice, not by 
merely imparting an aid to this latter, but by imparting such aid while 
being laid down in its Context. And as a matter of fact, the Clarified 
Butter that is found in the Context of the Cyéne is that which is 
mentioned in its Injunction. and not that used at the Pavamana Ishtis ; 
and as such we have the restriction that it is only at the actual 
Subsidiaries of the Cyéna (and not at these Ishtis) that the Clarified 
Butter is to be replaced by simple Butter. 


ADHIKARANA (21). 


_ [At all the Subsidiaries of the Cyéna we have Simple Butter in 
the place of Clarified Butter. | 


Sätra (89): vr The Replacing would be at the particular 

“ Subsidiaries (performed at the time of the Sutyi): 

© “ beeause of Indications to that effect.’ 

Now there arises the question as to whether the Clarified Butter is 
to be replaced by Simple Butter, only at those Subsidiaries that are 
performed at the time of the Sufyd, or at all the Subsidiarics of the 
Cyéna. And on this, we have the following —- 


PURVA PAKSHA. 


“The Replacing is to be only ab the Subsidiaries performed at the 
= time of the Sutyã: (1) because of the proximity (of Context); (2) 
‘‘ also because of Infereuce from Analogy, based upon Indications, the 
‘argument being this :—The presence of the Animal as an accessory 
“ of the Cyéna has been found to appear at those Subsidiaries that 
‘ are performed at the time of the Sulya ; as the Subsidiaries connected 
“with the Agnistomiya and the Anubandhya (animals of the Cyénu) 
“ are spoken of as aided by other Accessories (and not by the Clarified 
“« Butter). Consequently, the simple Butter also must be regarded as 
“an accessory of those Subsidiaries only that are performed at the 
“ time of the Sulya.” S 

SIDDHANTA. 
Sūtra (40): It must be at all the Subsidinuries ; because 
of its being reluted equally to all;— 

as has been fully established under the Sūtra HI—vi—?. 


Sūtra (41): As for the I ndications (spoken of), they could 
be regarded us authoritative only when referring to 
something based upon Reason. 

That 4s to say, it is a well-known fact th&t such Indications can be 
regarded as authoritative only with vegard to such subjects as are 
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amenable to Reason only. The case in question however is found to 
be amenable to Verbal Authority only. Because the ‘ Sahalambha’ 
(Killing together of the Animals) is to be done at the time of the Sutya, 
not because it is an accessory laid down with special reference to this 
time, but because of a reasoning,—which however does not apply to 
the :case in question, of the Butter. 
This ‘ reasoning’ we proceed to show as follows: There is a certain 
order, of sequence pointed out in certain sentences, whose authority in 
the shape of ‘Direct Declaration is to be inferred from proximity; and 
the connecting of the other Details with the time of the Sutya would be 
in keeping with this order of sequence. Specially as in connection with 
the time of the Savaniya, we do not find any section dealing with the 
Animals; and as such we could not but pass over the time of this 
Savaniya. Nor could there be two ways of taking the things; as in 
that case we would have both (which would not be desirable). Thus 
then, the Indications in question are quite compatible with the 
Siddhanta view. 


ADHIKARANA (22) 
[The Savaniya Offerings only consist of Flesh. 


Sätra (42): The Flesh belongs to the Savantya Offerings: 
because of the particular Injunction. 


[In connection with the ‘Capyanémayana extending over thirty- 
six years’, we find the declaration—‘ Sumthité samsthité’ hani mrga- 
patirmrgayam yal, sa taira yan mrgān hanti teshamantarasth purodacah 
savaniya bhavants’; and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether the Flesh of the animals killed in the hunting is to 
form the Cakes at the Savantyu as well as the other offerings, or at the 
Savantya only. And on this question we have the following—] 


PORVAPAKSHA. 


“ Inasmuch as the word ‘ Purodaca’ (in the sentence in question) 
"" could not be taken as referring to the Dhana and the other offerings 
“ of the Savantya, we must regard all the Cakes as to be made of the 
" Flesh in question. And even though the sentence speaks of the 
“ c Savaniya Offerings,’ yet this could not be taken as specifying the 
‘* Cake (as this specification would involve a syntactical split).”’ 

In reply to this we have the following— 


SIDDHANTA. 


The mention of the word ‘Savantya’ cannot be regarded as 
mistaken reading; and hence, iu accordance with the Saira |—iv-—28, 
we must take the word ‘ Purodacah’ in its secondary signification, and 
as such, including the Dhana@ and the other Suvansya Offerings. 


Sittra (43): Objection: “In the absence of Proximity, 
the recourse to Secondary signification cannot be 
admissible.” 


«Inasmuch as the Dhānā, etc. are wholly different from the 
Purodāça, we cannot rightly take the word ‘ Purodāça’ as indirectly 
indicating those other substances. For, even if this were possible, it 
could be so only by the word ‘ Purodāçah’ being partly taken, by way 
of a refergnce to the word ‘Savaniya’ (and this too would not be 
admissible).”’ : 
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Sūtra (44): Reply: The word could be (taken as indirectly 
indicating the Savaniya. offerings) ` because of its being 
found to be so indicative, in connection with the 
Original Primary Sacrifice; just as in the case of 
the Vairaja. 


In connection with the Primary Sacrifice, we find the declaration— 
‘ Purodacganalankuru,’—where the word ‘ Purodacdén’ indicates the 
Dhana and the other offerings; as for the word ‘ Savantya’ however, we 
do not find it ever applying to any other offerings save the Savaniya, 
Then again, the word ‘ Purodacah’ could very well indicate the Dhana, 
eto., on account of the proximity of these; while the word ‘ Savantyah ’ 
cannot indicate anything else. And then, inasmuch as that Purodaca 
which does not constitute a Savaniya Offering can have no connec- 
tion with the Dhanda, etc.,—it must be admitted that the Flesh in ques- 
tion is to be employed at the Dhana and other offerings in connection’ 
with the Savantya. | 


Thus have we explained the relation of subserviency among 
Actions,-— as based upon the (six) Means of Knowledge,—whose certitude 
is based finally upon Direct Vedic Declaration, and with regard to 
which the question of their comparative authoritativeness has been 
fully dealt with, as leading to definite conclusions in cases of-con- 
flict among the various Means of Knowledge. 


Thus ends the Highth Pada of Adhyaya ITI. 


Thus ends the Third Adhyaya. 


Here ends the T'antravartika of Bhatta Kumarila. 
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Aguirmilirdha re, £3. 

Agni-soma. N62, 1553. 

Agnisomiya, 547, 1049, 1234, 1535, 1537 
1551, 1553, 1557. 

Agnistoma., 1239, 1246, 1250, 1264, 1635, 
1569. © A 
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Agnistomé, 1250, 1254, 1589. 

Agnistut, 783. 

Agnitraéhimanah, 444. 

Agniréruni, 1088. 

Agniviharana, 1068. 

Agravanti Priagagrini udgagrani, 1282. 

Agrayanasthali, 1114. 

Ahvaniya, 1531, 1432, 1635. 

Ahichatra, 194. 

Ahina, 1223, 1224, 1225, 1226, 1239, 1376. 

Ahitagnirva Gen yo’agnihotram juhoti, 
900. 

Ahvayati, 1067. 

Aibhiragné .. patnivatastrim catas-trim- 
¢Ga..madaysva, 1118. 

Aindra, 1195. 

Aindragna, 1049, 1086, 1192, 1193. 

Aindrvayava, 1457, 1458, 1459, 

Aindravayavam grhnatt, 701, 709. 

Aindri, 1061, 1169, 1172. 1178. 

Aindrya, 1172. 

Atndryé qarahapatyamuptishthat?, 1167 
1169, 1170, 1173, 1176, 1190, 1201. 

Atticayana, 1129. 

Aja, 1327. 

Ajya, 397, 416. 

‘Pancadacajyanz, 396. 

Ajyabhdga, 646, 1043, 1044, 1144, 1145. 

Akanka@, 1208. 

Akrti, 331. 

Alabhat, 702, 853, 854. 

Alambhana, 845, 848, 850, 851. 

Allegorical-interpretation, 44. 

Alphabet, 296. 

Altar, 1595, 1610, 1611, 1613, 1628. 

Amavasya, 650, 664, 1044. 

Amen, 864, 1559. 

Amcum grhnatt, 863. 

Amyaks&tah, 100. 

Anabhihite, 1338, 1357, 1360, 1361, 

Analogy, 4, 107, 310, 498, 802, 951. 

Anavanam yajatt, 1487. 

Andra, 820. 

Asnga, 930. 

Animal, 388, 854, 970, 988, 991, 1234, 
at 1238, 1257, 1259, 1335, 1539, 

1561, 1553, 1557, 1558. f 

Auked, 737. 

Anna, 138). 

Anointment, 822. 

Anrtam, 1365. 

Antarvedt, 1611. 

Anu, 867. 

Anubandhya, 1144, 1145, 1535, 1639. 

Anujanati, 867. 

Anusanga, 599, 605, 606, 609. 

Anuvacana, 1651, 

` Anuvada, 1017. SE 

AnuvasathGra, 1122. i 


$ 
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Anvaharyapacana, 1273, 1365. 

Apacabda, 270 

Apagavo va any2, 446. 

Appointment, 1488, 1489, 1622 1632, 
1634, 1635, 1636, 1641, 

Apiirva, 265, 336, 471, 472, 473, 474, 
495, 497, 498, 499, 500, 501, 502, 503, 
504, 506, 610, 511, 612, 613, 514, 515, 
523, 632, 610, 613, 621, 623, 625, 724. 
793, 861. 937, 948, 949, 950, 953, 954, 
957, 958, 1027, 1097, 1208, 1266, 1267, 
1311, 1374, 1514, 1562, 1564. 

Arambhaniya, 1533. 

Architecture, 121, 

Ardhamantarvediminoti, 1610. 

Arjuna, 193. 

Area, 228. 

Arthavada, 1, 3, 11, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 
26-32, 37. 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 53, E 
66, 68, 81, 93, 119, 122, 375, 429, 430, 
439, 565, 672, 854, 925, 1135, 1137, 
1218, 1242, 1269, 1273, 1276, 1280, 
1286, 1288, 1309, 1399, 1403, 1406, 
1406, 1407, 14145, 1451, 1497, 1501, 
1553. 

Artvija, 1403. 

Artvijye, 1410. 

Aruna, 980. 


> 


: ArunayG, 959, 970, 974, 975, 980, O81, 


984, 985, 947. 


l Arunas Us pingāke ya tkahGyany& somam 
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| Avadayivadaya .. 


| 


krināti, 959, 1186. 
Arya, 208, 209, 219. 
Aryavarta, 217, 828. 
Acvabhidhani, 1. 
Āçvin, 1546, 1549. 
Agvina, 1453. 
Astakd, 112. 


| Aatékapala, 1409. , 


Asamyuktam, 1157, 1168. 

Asandeha, 283. 

Asa, 1008. 

Asti, 483. 

Asura, 287. 

Asyah, 965. 

Atah, 923. 

Atha, 923, 926. 

Athatsa J yotih, atha vicvajyotih, 731. 

Atharva, 156, 157. 

Atha vā, 772. 

Atiratra, 1250, 1569. 

Atithya, 1144, 1145. 

Aimanepada, 1617, 1618, 1619. 

Aupavasathya, 1535. 

Audgatra, 1465. 

Avabhrtha, 1144, 1145. 

. svistakrtévgdyats 
pratyabhigharayati, 1446. 

Avadyatt, 701, 702. 


i Avaghata, 1026. VW 
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Avédana, 1045, 1046, 1047, 1048. 
(Addressing. ) 
Aveatt, 810, 816, 817, 820, 821, 828, $29, 
930, 831, 8 
Avivaksa, 996, 997, 999. 
Ayurvat ghrtarn, 460. 


Babara pravõhani, 14. 

Badari, 939, 941. 

Bahirvedi, 1611. 

Bahu, 1332, 1335. 

Bahusu, 1332. 

Bahutva, 1332, 1335. 

Bahuvrihi, 808, 959, 961, 960, 967. 170. 

‘Bathing, 1370. 

- Bauddha 166, 167, 226, 232, 233, 234. 

Barhaspatya, 810. 

Beaconing, 485. 

redding, 441. 

Being, 333. 

Bhaga, 1262, 1266, 1267, 1268, 1419. 

Dhaka, 1102, 

Bhaksanuvika, 1103, 1107, 1108, 
1189. 

Bhaksé hi ma vicd.. bhaksayfmi, 1102, 
Bhaksitapyayitanccamasan...... dakşi- 
nasyänasóvalarnhë sādayanti, 1460. 

Bharana, 1636. 

Bhāryam, 1384, 

Bhäsya, 5, 6, 15, 26, 32, 39, 66, 69, 70. 
71, 78, 116, 118, 147, 169, 178, 204, 
207, 239, 249, 250, 253, 256, 340, 341, 
345, 355, 356, 357, 358, 361. 362, 365, 
373, 383, 419, 426, 465, 469, 492, 494, 
515, 517, 631, 547, 564, 555, 565, 566, 
569, 587, 603, 610, G11, 612, 614, 689, 
690, 708, 709, 723, 751, 752, 758, 797, 
798 , 834, 835, 852, 853, 870, 873, 878, 
913, 924, 926, 928, 936, 937, 940, 941, 
942, 971, 972, 1010, 1050, 1051, 1074, 
1079, 1082, 1083, 1085, 1171, 1203, 
1216, 1217, 1224, 1228, 1269, 1275, 
1351, 1407, 1443, 1457, 1462 1500, 
1503, 1520, 1540, 1543, 1548, 1550, 
1697, 1622, 1642, 1643, 1646, 1650. 

Bhavana, 20, 21, 23, 250, 473, 474, 475, 
478, 480, 481, 482, 483, 485, 486, 488, 
489, 491, 492, 494, 610, 611, 612, 613, 
616, 659, 689, 732, 787, 877, 878, 908, 
997, 1000, 1001 1003, 1004, 1012, 1208, 
1289, 1201, 1301, 1303, 1313, 1314, 
1317, 1318, 1319, 1320, 1336, 1340, 

: 1343, 1347, 1348, 1353, 1360, 1361, 
1619. 

Bhavartha, 474, 493. 

Bhavarthacbada, 492. 

Bhi&yagabda, 473, 

Bhavati, 477. 

Bhavayati, 478. 

Bhiivayét—-batham, 492. 


1128, 
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| Bhavayét—kim , 488. 
kena, 489. 
Bhigma, 190. 
! Bhitamea. 100, 
Bhi 477, 478 
| Bhiiyastva, Lid, 
| Bilva 157s. 
| Body, 517, 519 524, yol, 998, 1257, 
| 1259, 1370. 

Boy, 1056. 

Brahma, 1623, 1638, 

Brahmachar ‘ya, 162, 163, 

Brihmana. 7, 10, 103. 193, 194, 195, 
196, 198, 297, 241, 444, 508, 570, 816, 
S21, 828. 890, 908, 1051, 1131, 1219, 
1222, 1247, 1377, 1379, 1462, 1497, 


1499, 1592, 1503. 

Brahmaninn na miechhitavyam, 2 

Branch, (554. 

Brhat, 919. 

Bricks, 1561. 

Brightness 1383. 

Buddha, 163, 179. 

Bull, 291. 

Butter, 916, 1465, LLG, 1447, HHS, 1449, 
ISL. 1707. 


fake, 94, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1257, 1259, 
1421, 1442, 1443, 1444, 1454, 1458, 
1456. 


Calf, 852, 853. 

Calling, 1065, 1066. 

Camasa, 1470, 1623, 1625, 

Camasidhvaryu, 1623, 1624, 1625, 1640. 

Cart, 1454, 1615. 

Cart wheel-shaped, 1454, 

Carn, 1259, 1269, 1262, 
LOL, 1419, 1422, 1423, 
1427, 1428, 1431, 1432, 
1435, 1444, 

Caste, 10, 11, 816, 818, $19, 821, 823. 

Cattle, 1518, 1525. 

Caturhotra ptirnamasi, 1604, 

Caéturmiasya, 902, 

Cayana, HO, 868, 869. 

Challenge, 876. 

Chanda, 12), 

Chandoga, 1466. 

Chanting, 184. 

Child, 9, 10, 49. 

Cinute, 868. 

Chopping, 1053, 1595. 

Citpatistva ete., 605. 

Citra, 368, 388, 390. 

Citrini, 1561. 

Cleaning, 1556. 

Cloth, 145, 146, 153. 

Clothes, 1382, 1383, 1386. 

Coalition, 1165, 1166, 

fommenc® 187, 


1205, 
1424, 
1433, 


1266, 
1426, 
1434, 
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Competition, 1524. 

Compilation, 165, 167, 168. 

Completion, 899, 906, 917. 

Composite, 648, 650, 665. 

Compound, 545, 547, 548 559, 556, 897, 


808, 059, 960. 961, 965,966 967 968, | 
970, 147 

Se 808, 939, S51. 
966, 957, 979. 

Conconi, 106. 

Conflict, (it. LL53, 1172, Lid. (len, 
1182, 118:2, G86, 1187, 2188, 1159, 
119%, It, ii 7193, L94. L195, 
Lon 1253, 1804, 1205, 1207, 1210 
1212, 1214, 128, DT 1230, Lä, 


1269, i201, 1570. 
Conversation, 1380, 1381. 
Conversing. 1380, 1381. 
Cooking, 1288, 1352 
Cora, 521. O51, 954. 
Coupleta, 1087. 

Courses, 1380,1381. 
Coveriay. 1234, 1550, 1555, 
Covering, protective, 1284. 
Cows, S17, 854. 
Cubit, lOz8, 1029. 
Cups 815, 863, 1103, 

1112, 1124, 1125, 

1468, 1469, 1470, 1474, 

1494, 1496, 1497, 1499, 

L524, 1525, 1546, 1549, 
Cupholder , 1468 
Cubdabrahma, 998, 999. 
Cabdatva, 293. 

Cikhd, 903, 904, 908, 910, 913, O14. 
Çikta, 1215, 

Cala, 1648. 

Camitr, 1626. 
Camyu, 1877, 1379. 
Gintimayah Sruchah. 
Castraé, 542, 563. 
Vistra, 316. 

Çatam brahmansh somain bhaksay ani 

1497, 1499, 1501, 1502. 

Çatapatha. 1051, 1052. 

Loan, 921, 922, 923, 930, 1420, 1425, 
Cosalaksana, 921, 922, 92: 

Giksa, 119. 

Çona, 1322, 1324, 132s. 

Cono dhavati, 1328. 

Ori, 1327. 

Crotriya, 1255. 

Crata, 153. 


1109, 
14-49, 


Lid, 
146] 


nil, 
1463, 
1477, 1479, 
1503, 1523, 
1623, 1625, 


aos 


eut, 124, 936, 1164, 1167, 1168, 1169, 
1170, 1172, 1173, 1175, 1176, 1177. 
1178, L179, 1188, 1184, 1186, 1187, 

Um (ët, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 
1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1212, 

1215, 1216, 1218, 1220, 1221, 1223, 

1294, 1227, 1230, 1233. 1398. 
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Cunahshapa, 1210. 
Qundhadhvam, 1212, 
Veto, 885. 

Çyöna, 403, 1707 


Dahdhiramisit, 1169. | 
` Dadhi, 691, 752, 771,946, 1400. 
Dadbna Juhoti, 679, 691. 
Dadhnéndriyakémasya J uhuyat, 752. 
Diketyana, 840, 841, 842, 843. - 
Dakşinā’ somasya, 1608. - 
Daksya fiyanayajnefia yajata, 840. 
Darga, 152, 1078, 1080, 1084, 1085. 
Dargapiirnamisa, 633, 666, 840, 841, 
842, 845, 847, 891, 873, 945, 948, 950, 
1031, 1034, 1039, 1078, lld4, H56, 
1212, 1230, 1238, 1276, 1277, 1280. 
1289, 1310, 1364, 1365, 1374, 1380, 
J389, 1515, 1582, 1595, 1597. 1598, 
1600, 1604, 1616. Së 
Darvi-homa, 1148. 
Dagadacaikaémecamasanupasanpéyuh ` 
1497, 1501. | 
Dacipavitvona, 1016 
Dagipavitrena graham samméarati, 994. 
Dagapsyn, 1497, 1625, 
Dagatys 1093. 
Dative, onding, E71. 
Day, 46, 1223, 1225, 
1212, 1535, 1540. 
Death 896. 
Deity, 414, 424, 
392, $53, 554, 


J225; 1227, 1239, 


427, 542, 543, 547, 549. 


556, 061, 562, 646, 669, 


671, 672, 698, 705, 717, 714, 736, 856, 
$57, 864, 908, 1059, 1070, 1072, 1074, 
‘O70, 1078, 1082, 1083, 1084. 1085, 
lO8s, 1108. 1109, LPO. lili, Tile, 
1113, ilis, PLES, LEB, 1117. LEDS, 
1119, 1122, 1123, U24, 1125, 1126, 
$153, (ou 1219, 1260, 1262, 1263, 
1264, 1 Dn 1207, 1424, 1432, 1442, 
1454, 156R. 
Delinguencios, 1366. 


Deliverance, 119. 
Denominations, 96), 
Ap verhal, 960. 

nominal, 960). 

Denotability, 1339. 

Deprecation, 24, 26, 42. 

Dezire, 810, 881, 1296, 1300. 

Devadatta, 1327, 1351, 


| ‘Devasya tva,. .nirvapimi, L181. 


Devavai Gamyum..abruvan, 
manéyavagurét, 1377. | 
Dharma, 2, 5, 1, 104, 395. 119, 
133, 166, 180, 181, 184, 187, :88, 
263, 267, 269, 282, 320, 024. ra 
Dhäyyä, 1088. . 
Dhrtarastra, 191. 
Dhrtyai, 1242 - 1246. 


.yo brah- 


128. 
203, 


Sr 
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Dhruva, 1445, 1447, 1448, 
Digesting, 1102. 
Digestion, 1412. 


Digging, 1595. 


Dilksgih somasya, 1608. 


Diksaniya, 1144, 1145, 1569, Los, 


: Directing, 1651, 1652, 1689. 
Direction, 121, 486, 593, 1006, 1193, 1203. 
1286, 1380, 1653. 
Direction, 1617, 1618, 1689, 
Dirgha, 1239, 1241, 1242. 
Dirghasoma, 1239, 1240, 1241. 
Dirghasoma santrdyad, dhrivai, 1239. 


Disfigurement, 1386. 


Disposal, 1412, 1439, 1450, Lg, 1571. 
Disposal-offering, 1078, 1453, 1456, IC, 
Disruption, 1142. 


‘Draupadi, 192. 


Dravida, 219. 


Drinker, 1117. 
Drinking, 1116, 1411. 
*Drtinavanitam’ 1705. 


Dropsy, 1393, 1398. 
Duality, 1229, 1230, 1232. 


Duplication, 905, 915. 


Durability, 1242, 1245. 
Dvadaciiha, 1223. 
Dvaipéyana, 190. 


Dviraindravayavyasva bhaksayati 


1457, 1458. 


Dviratra, 1229. 


Dvichviaévadvati, 1421, 14-3. 
Dvyavadana, 1419. | | 
Dvyavadanam juhoti, 1425, 1427 


‘Eastern, 255, 


Eating, 1102, II, Ll 5. 


1113, 
1124, 
1443, 
1462, 
1471, 
` 1479, 
1483, 
1409, 


1116, 
LL: 

1444, 
1463, 
1472, 
1489, 
1489, 
1502, 


Zort, 1107. 
Bhi, 1105. 
Ekahāyani, 961, 907, 968, 980, 981, £82. 
EkahGyanyG. 95), 985, 938. 
Ekam hayanam asyah, 957. 
. Ekasya hayanasya tyam, 807. 
Ekaha Cabdah.... 


Ekaikam, 1501. 


L118, 
1126, 
1457, 
1464, 
1473, 
1487, 
149), 
1503. 


1119, 1120, 
1:29, 1150, 
L459, 1460, 
146, t455, 
474, $478, 
148, 2480, 
1493, 1494, 


Ekarthavartévat vacah. 1166. 


EkayG ete, 101. 


Eke tua, 1187. 
 Elementa. 518, 810. 
Employment, 1643. 
Endings, 687, 1349, 1350, 1352, 1617 


blo, 


LA. 


EURA 
EA 


1442, 


es mete we mm EA e DS CC cr EE en eng E EE EE CT EE EEN EE E e EE EE EE EE vu en vm 


EAR ; 


1470. 
1476. 


LEST, ‘ 


1407, 


1269. 


Ccmadhug bhavati. 


L618. 


Endings, Case 537, 1350, 1382, 
Endings, Conjugational, 1349, 1350. 


Enemy, 1386. 


Entirely, NAA. 
Lett vat dareaptirnamisayadaksinad, 1443, 


hide, 


171% 


-7 > D wi a weg i 5 
Eya vai harisi... yo dabhyam grihiten, 


SO. 
Etat, AN 


Etasyaiva revatisu veravantiyam, T7A. 

! Kroun anvidhya Kadmam, 828, 820, 

d x — = a 

te vadanti hotuctt piirvi havirédyam 


degt, 1479, 
Etymology, 217, 418, 552, 891 


UE, 


er 


Evlozistie- character, 44. 
Eulogisation, 1074, 
Eulogy, 52, 892, LLH. 


hivening, 1544, 1558, 


Expiation, 897, 905, 917, 


Face, I1, 49., 


en P D ~ af 
—hrightenine of, H, 


False, 1365, 


Falaity, 1367. 
Farming 187, 


Pasts, 184. 


Fat, 42, 1550. 
Father, 9. Isi, 
Feo, 1442, 1-443, 1607, 1632. 1634, 1685, 


1036, 1638, 1640, 
Femininity, (327. 


Feativals, [Xt 


Fetebing, 1554. 
Firo, 13, 46, 52, 421, 882, 883. 868, 869, 
S70, 902, 1056, 1061, 1062, L063, 1365, 
lO. 153i, 1532, 
1533, 1534, 1561, 1613, 1645. 
Fire-kindling. 1040, HHL, 1914. 


1433, 


Fire laying, TLEL. 1142, 1143, 1148. 1526, 


14.34, 


1527, 


II? 


1527, tc 1529, 1530, 1531, 1534. 


Fist. 1550. 


Fist cloaing, L045. "040, 1048, 


Fondling, Sak, 


Foren, 506, 509, 709 
Footing, (521, 1562. 


Fruit, 8070. 


; Fuel, 1284, 1354, 
: Fuel stiek, 1284, 


- Gärhapatya, 
1173.1176. 


| Gayatri, 1128. 
. Gender, 979. 1002, 1327, 


LOOT, 


1063, 


Garhapatyam, 1062, 1063. 
Girhpatye, 1062, 1063. 

Gantama, 244, 245 
Javatracchandasah, 1128. 


. Generation, 10. 
Genitivefnding, 980, 928. 


1169, 


1172 


1328, 1350, 
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Ghritam, 460, 461, 

Ghritam devāņām mastu pitrinam, 1286. 

Gifts, 1224, 1390, 1393 to 1401. 

Gira, 1193. 

Glorification, 4, 122, 887, §88, 1288 

Gloss, 852. 

Go, 346, 963, 964. 

Gotva, 346. 

God, 45, 1120, 1274, 1379. 

Godåna, 925. 

Gold, 1382, 1386. 

Goldon, 1196. 

Goman, 960, 963, 964, 965. 

Goyajfa, 925. 

Graha, 1026, 1027. 3 

arahdgraté, 805. 

Graham, 994, 1003, 
1017. 

Gaham Saminarsti, 997, 999, 1010 

Grahana, 710, 716, 719. 

Grahayét, 1406. 1408. 

Ceain, 521, 1196, 1257, 1258, L250. 

Grammarians, 969, 979, L315, 
1329, 1330, 1337, 1343, 1344, 
1348, 1351, 1352, 1363. 

Grass, 1281, 1550, 1557, 1595, 1598. 

Jrass bundle, 1070, 1072, 1074, 
1079, 1082, 1084. 

Grasa spreading, 1045, 1046. 

Gravastut, 1468. 

Greatnoss, 556. 

Greed, 156, 165, 174, 182, 184, 187. 

Grhnati, 702. 

Grhniyat, 810, 1408. 

Grhya, 271. 

Grhyasiitra, 244, 252. 

Grinding, 1256, 1257, 1258 1260, 
1263, 1264, 1266, 1267, 1268. 

Guests, 1288, 1640. 

Guna, 930, 1054. 


Hautra, 1616, 1646, 
1651. ` 

Hariyojana, 1468, 1469. 

Hastam avanénakti, ulaparajinstynati, 
1045. 

Hasti, 1327. 

Havirdhana, 1614, 1615. 

Havirdhané Gravabhisutya, ahavaniyé 
SE .Sadasi bhakgin bhaksayanti, 
47 

Haviskrt, 1066, 1067. 

Haviskyt ehi triravaghnan fhvayati, 
1065. 

' Head 1602. 

Heart, 677, 1257. 

Heaven, 86, 98, 1399, 

Hell, 1312. 

Herbs, 86. 

Hiim avimé, 1102. d 


1004, 1013, 1016, 


L3G, 
1347, 


1076, 


1262, 


1647, 1849, 1650, 
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Holding, 1102, 1104, 1105, 1107, 1284, 
1285, 1320, 1646, 1549, 1580. 

Hole, 1553. 

Holaka, 248. 

Homa, 153, 18+, 680, 681, 695, 752, 771, 


925, 1031, 1032, 1073, 1388, ‘1419, 
1432, 1435, 1438, 1437, 1459, 1476, 1477. 
Honey, 1 12. 


Horns, 86 98. ) 
Horse, 91, 1008, 1324, 1390, 1391, 1393, 


1396, 1397, 1400. 1401, 1403, 1404, 
1406, 1407, 1409, 1410. 
Hotr, 1203, 1479, 1480, 1486, 1616, 


1623, 1646, 1647, 1649, 1651, 1653. 
Hotngcamasah, 1459, 1461. 
Hrdayasy agre’vadyati, 709. 
Hunger, 1107. 
Hymns, 542, 556, 
1090, 1102, 
1464, 1545. 
Hyin-singer, 1464, 1467. 
Hymning, 564, 778, 1463. 


557, 561, 562, 800, 
1107, 1128, 1153, 1193, 


| da, 1454. 


Idamupahvayati, 1445. 
Idambrahmanah, 1442, 
Idam dyavaprthivi agniridam, 1083. 
Idamdyavaprthivi soma idam, 1083... 
Imamagrbhnan, 82, 91. 
Imamagrbhvam TT ER 
vābhidhänīmadattē, 1007, 

Implements, 956, 958, 973, 1937. 

Implication, 726, 1571, 1584, 1597, 

Import, 1295. 

Impurity, 157, 159, 1485, 1503. 

Incapability, 905, 915. 

Indication, 974, 977, 
1074, 1086, 1104, 
115%, 1173, 1201, 1202, 1206, 1209, 
1213, 1214, 1241, 1273, 1372, 1404, 
1517, 1526, 1650, 1652. 

Tudra, 189, 543, 544, 549, 553, 554, 556, 
705, 1050, 1061, 1062, 1086, 1108, 
1109, 1110, 1113, LIl4, 1123, 1124, 
1125, 1126, 1127, 1129, 1169, 1173, 
1176, 1267. 

Indrapita, 1127, 1129, 1130. 

Indrapitasya, 1108, 1123, 1125, 1129, 

Indravayi, 1457. °” 

Indrava&yupatnivatpitasya, 1113. 

Indraya rathantaraya... .indraya cakva- 
raya, 1464. 

Inference, 121, 131, 308, 498.1200, 1218, 
35l. 

Infringement, 1311, 1365, 1449. 

Initiation, 1607, 1638, 1640. 

Instrument, 376, 1354. 

Instrumental Ending, 981, 
1172, 

Intelligence, 96, 998, 


981, 1001, 1067, 
1105, 1116, 1155, 


984, 985, 
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Intercourse, 1381, 8 
Interdependence, 149, 186, 928, 1274. 
Invitation, 1432, 1483, 1484, 1485. 

Tra, 1193. 

Isti, 654, 880, 1040, 1144, 1145, 1390, 
1391, 1393, 1394, 1306, 1397, 1398, 
1399, 1409, 1401, 1403, 1404, 1496, 
1410, 1526, 1527, 1432, 1533, 1554. 

Itihasa, 26, 272. (793. 

Isiti vratikamasya nidhanam kuryāt 


Jaghani, 1234, 1235, 1236, 1237, 1238. 
Jaghanyé patnil samyiijayanti, 1234. 
Jaimimi, 138. 

Jaina, 234, ` 

Jami, 669, 674. 

Jami, flaw of, 674. 

Janjabhyamana, 1374. 

Japa, 184. 

Jaramaryam vä état satram, 900. 

Jaya, 1387, 1388, 1389. 

Jayaté, 485. 

Joining together, 1239, 1240, 1242, 1243, 
1244, 1245, 1246, 1256. 

Juhoti, 1032 

Juhi, 1448, 1449, 1506. 

Juhuyat, 771. 

Jyotisa, 120, 

Jyotistoma, 731, 733, 805, 806, 807, 8IL, 
812, 813, 815, 868, 1097, 1100, 1123, 
1144, 1145, 1147, 1148, 1152, 1153, 
1192, 1193, 1203, 1223, 1224, 1225, 
1296, 1227, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1233, 
1239, 1241, 1243, 1244, 1246, 1247, 
1248, 1249, 1250, 1252, 1253, 1254, 
1255, 1490, 3491, 1535, 1556, 1559, 
1562, 1563, 1569. 1570, 1571, 1580, 
1582, 1583, 1584, 1586, 1587, 1588, 
1589, 1590, 1602, 1603, 1607, 1611, 
1623, 1625. 


Kada ca nastarirasi, 1061, 1169, 1173. 

Kalabha, 1325. l 

Kalpa, 224, 227, 229, 240, 241, 242, 
271. 

Kalpasutra, 120, 224, 225, 226, 227, 
228, 229, 238, 239, 242, 243. 

Kāmya, 1037, 1086, 1087, 1518, 1519, 
1520, 1521, 1528, 1524, 1525, 1584, 
1587. 

Kāmyam yjyāäkändam, 1087. 

Kraka, 997, 1297, 1314, 1317, 1319, 
1320, 1322, 1336, 1341, 1342, 1352, 
1359, 1360. 

Karabha, 1325. 

Karanamantra, 1694. 

Karma, 493. 

Katmacabda, 487, 492. 

Kamya Istayah, 1705. 

Kartavya, P. 208. 
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Karoti, 477, 478. 

Karturēkatvā, 1336. 

‘Karya, 610. 

Kiistham pacanti, 1354. 

Kathaka, 910, 911. 

Katytivana, 267, 272, 273, 282. 

Kaundinya 1222, 

Kauçitaki, 1247. 

Khadira, 1505. 

Kikata, 87. 

Killing, 854, 1546. 

King, $17, 818, $19, 822, 

Kingly functions, 818, 819, 820, 821, 
823, $25, 827. 

Kippti, 597. 

Kr (to do), 477. 

Kriya, 4387, 

Kriyficabda, 487. 

Krişna, 192, 194. 

Krsnala, 1146. 

Krt, 481, 1350, 1358. 

Krtya, 480. 

Ksunikavada, 123. 

Kaatriya. 167, 193, 816, 818, 819, 820, 
S21, 822, 823, 825, S28, 831, 1499, 
1497, 1499, 1503, 1563, 

Ksaumé vasinam, 1232. 

Regen, 1562 

Kuça, 1222. 

Kundapayinimayana, 1549. 

Kuldya, 1229. 

Kumiira, 1320. 


Ladle, 1026, 1027. 

Laghu (simplication), 1283. 

Lah, 1361, 1362. 

Lah karmani ca. 1332, 1361. 

Laksama, 921. 

Language, 219, 298. 

Lata, 1381. 

Law, 82, 167, 172, 684, 958, 
1047, 1061, 1256, 1452. 

Leaves, 1505. 

Lovel platform, 664. 

Liar, 5 

Libation, 1365 

Lio, 270, 1291, 1297, 1304, 1312. 

Lying, 1289, 1307, 1809, 1310, 1311, 
1312, 1364, 1368. 

Lifo, 890, 891, 892, 893, 804, 896, 897, 
899, 900, 901, 1390, 1301, 1394, 1397, 
1309, 1411, 1416. 

Limb, 677, 1257. 

Limits, 1173, 1238. 

Linga, 143, 936, 1167, 1168, 1169, 1172, , 
L173, 1175, 1176, L177, 1178, 1179, 
1188, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1196, 
1196, 1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 
1203, 1204, 1205, 1207, 1218, 1220, 
1269, Mat, 
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Locative, 1606, 

Logicians, 969. 

Loss, 1418, 

Loudness, 1131, 1132, 1137, 1139, 1140, 
114], 1143, 1148, 


Mahabhasya, 274, 276, 1334, 1338. 
Mahéndra, 543, 544, 545, 547, 549, 559, 
552, 653, 554, 556, 

Mahendra, 1545. 

Maitravartna, 1203, 
1653. 

Maitrayant, 1409. 

Mala, 1648. 

Malavadvasus, 1380. 

Malavadvasas&i na 
annamadyiit, 1380. 

Mamiaeré varco, 1694. 

Mina, 1562. 

Mandrabhibhiitih. ., 

Manoti, 1188. 

Mantra. 15, 78, 79, 80, 81. 82, 88, 55. 
S6, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91. 93, 94, 97, 98, 
99, 100, 102, 103, 122, LA, 229, 287, 
375, 454, 457, Dap, 557, 558, 201, 562, 
565, 566, 567, 568, 570, 573, 574, 598, 
594, 697, 600, 698. 925, 1008, 1043, 
1044, 1053, 1058, 106l, 1062, 1063, 
1064, 1065, 1066, 1067, 1068, 1069, 
1070, 1072, 1074, 1076, 1078, 1079, 
1083, 1086, 1090, 1091, 1002, 1097, 
1100, 1102, 1103, N94, 1107, 
1108, 1109, 1113, 1116, 3117, 1118, 
L120, 1122, 1123, 1124, 1125, 1126, 
1128, 1129, 1130, 1131, 1138, 1139, 
1155, 1157, L160, 1162, 1163, LiG4, 
1169, 1173, 1176, 1180, 1187, 1188, 
1194, 1195, 1202, 1208, 1205, 1206, 
1212, 1219, 1370, 1374, 1479, 1483, 

1486, 1565, 1568, 

Manu, 180, 153, 214, 825, 1088. 

Masamagnitatram juhoti, 871. 

Masculinity, 1328. 

Master, 1616, 1619, 1640, 1641, 1697, 

Mathara Brahmana, 1222. 

Mathura, 194, 256. 

Matup, 977, 979. 

Mayi daksakratii, 1370. 

Meaning, 1053, 1054, 1055, 1056, 1057, 
1058, 1050, 1061, 1063, 1067. 

Meaning—Primary, 1083, 1064, 1055, 
1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 1061, 1063. 

Meaning—Secondary, 1053, 1054, 1055, 
1057, 1058, 1059. 

Measure, 1028, 1030, 1412. 

Measurements, 1603. 

Medicine, 1411, 

Method, 685, 770, 1079. 

Method of direct Injunction, D 


156p, 1651, 1652, 
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Jbhaksayaémi, 1107. 
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Metre, 1128 

Metrical feet, 576. 

Milk, 854, 1453. 

Milking, 1518, 1523, 1624, 1554. 
Midday, 1556. 


: Mimamea, 121, 482. 
: Mimimsaka, 129, 997, 998.. 
: Mind, 5. 4%, 138, 296. 


Mitrabinda, 1516.. 
Mleecha, 208, 209, 218, 219, 220. . 
Modification, 573, 657. B4i, 1129, 1219, 


1255, 1256, 1452, 1490, 1513, 1515, 
1516, 1517, 1618, 1520, 1521, 1568, 


EZ 1591, 1625, 1643, 1701. 


: Moksani, 418 
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Mouth, 871, 872, 875,876, 877.. 

Morning, 1545, 1554, 1556. 

Mother, 102, 203. — e"? KC 

Motion, 516, 518, 522. ` G 

Motive, 15, 128, 129, 152, 105; 168, 182, 
184, 187. | 

Mraksann, 138I. 

Mrtignthotra, 1276, 1280, SS 1283, 

Mukhyva, 1225. 

M ustikar ana, L045, 

Muatin karoti vacam yacchati, 1045, 


Na, 1365 | De 

Nä, 1327. a 

Nadhvaryurupajapét, 1628, 

Nahusa, 189. 

Naimittika, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1521. 

Naivira caru, 855, 

Naivaraccarurbhavati .. 
mupadadhati, 855. 

Nanrtam vadeét, 1289, 1904, 1365. 

Na prathamé yajiie pravrfijyat, 1247. 

Narasimha, 1437. 

Na somam, 1494, 1495. 

Navanita, 1705, 1707. 

Negation, 107, 509. 

Neha bhujyaté, 1360. 

Nidhana, 793, 796, 797, 798, 799, 800, 
801, 803. 

Nigada, 579. 580, 1073. 

Nipäāta. 273, 323. 

Nirmanthya, 421. 

Nirukta, 120, 222, 271. 

Nirvapa, 1192. K 

Nirvapana, 946. 

Nivids, 1037. 

Nispadyaté, 485. 


vadénaticaru- 


Nitya, 1519, 1520, 1521, 1528, 1324, 
1525, 1684. 

Nivéra, 1565, 1566 

Nivéganah .... iti gärhspatyamapatiş 


thate, 1061. 
Nivita, 1269, 1271, 1272, 1273, 1274" 
Nivitam manusyinam, 1269, i 
| Niyama, 9l, -~ 
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Nominative, J290, L296, 130l, 1311. 
1314,-1818, 1320, 1322. 1829, 18335, 
1336, 1340, 1343, 1352, 135R, Q500, 


1364, 1584. 


> Pasnbandha, 


Nominative agent, 1200, (313, TRES. 

Non-employment, 1523. 

North, 1281. ` 

Northwardlinoge, WRI, 1282, 

Names, 323, 347, 472, 475. 48h. 494, 
495, 1352, 

Nreakaan, 1102. 

Number, 978, 994, 999, foot, tor, 
1008, 1014, 1015, 1016, 1021, 1023, 
1313, 1815, 1317, 1319, 1322, 1326, 
1832, 1334, 1336, 1343, 1845, 1-52, 
1358. 

Number—singular, 994, 999, t003, 1015, | 

Number—plural, 994, 1022. 

Wijective, 1322, 1329, 1336, 1340, 1341, 
1343, 1346, 1847, 1359, 1360, (pt. 
13834. - 

‘blatindé: 184. 

Ibservances, 1310. 

Imnipresent, 519, 521, 522. 

Iption, 133, 134. 137, 135. 142. 149. 
151. 

Jrigin, 122, 167, 1149. 


Irigin of the w ord, 122. 
Jriginal, 1452. 
Drigination, 1150. 
Dwnership, 143%. 


SE 1351, 1352. 

Pacati, 1335, 1345, 1350, 135). 

Pacati ‘devadattah, 1345, 1353. 

Pain, 26, 321, 

Pairs, 1178. 

Pakt, 1845, 1350. 

Pakta& devadattah, 1345. 

Palmistry, 121. 

Paurodicika, 1212, 1214. 

Pans, 1419. 

Pincadagasfiimidheniranubrily at, 1195, 

Pandava, 191. 

Panini, 266, 272, 273, 
1330, 1335, 1360, L361. 

Parents, 10. 

Paribhojaniya, 170%. 

Paridhi, 539. 

Parisankhya, 91, 92. 

Parivirasi, 1188. — 

Parlance, 60, 61, 323, 600, 1138, 
1483. 

Participle, 1052. 

Parties, 1501, 1571. 

Paru3i-dita, 1286. , 

Paryagnikarana, 858, 860. 

Paryagnikrtam, 859, "861. 

Paryud&sa, 4251, 1254, 
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274, 282, 
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Paga FOL, Tu 
told, Leli, 


Zeg e30, 1235, 1236, 

II, THS, 

Pavukadma, 1191. 

Pacumalabbeta vu) 

Patañjali, 207. 272, 278, 279, 
283. 287, 294, 1320, 1331, 

Patni Cia Lo lokal, 1380 

Patnisaniyaja, DORA 235, 1230, - 

Patnivata, #59, 860, MOL, TEI, 
LRS. H16, H18, H20, 1121). 

Patniy atamigr nyanat gphnati, 1113. 

Patals culdalr. 1333. 

Patasya ouklah, 1333 

Patasya cuklatvam, 1333 

Paurnomisa, 650. 652, 1078., 1080, 1O84, 
bass, 

Pan C.A, GDO, age 

Paurnarni iia lc uü. 

Paurnamäsyãn, L800, 


Oil, ON. 
(7 E338 


, IO4tL. TENS, TEOG. 


Panraaindsvéin prurnamisyãm yajeta, 
895. 
Pavaniina, 1040, 1O41, 1526, 1527. 1532, 
1593, (odd. 
Pavitra, 1703. 
Payvasä johoti, 679. 
Payment, 1619, 
i Penalties, 1378. 
| Perception, 9, 121, BI, , 42, 252, 
IER . 
Pormissibility. 254, 1255, 
Phalucamasa, 1462, 1490, 1491. 149?, 


14194, 14195, L496, 1503, 1562, Io, 
Phouelies, 224, 
Pilupäka, 975. 
Pindapitryajña, 1598, 
Pingaksi, 901, 669, 968. 
Pingaksyil, 959. 
Pitharapaka, 970. 
Plants, Min. 
VPieasure, 
Plur ality. 
Poetry, 278. 
Possessar, 1206. 


26, 110, (87, 521. 
1229, 1230, 1624, 


Post, 63, (AL, 145, 1028, 1030, 1187, 
1518, 1557. 1610, 1611, 

Pot. 1452. 

Poteney, 509, S11, 565, 566, 568, 884, 


997. 9.9, LL65, 1315, 1316, 1347. 

Pounding, 1239, e 

Pouring, 946, ) 111, 1365. 

Pracindové abhajanta EE pita- 
ral, 1286. 

Praharati, 1070, 

Praica, 486, 1051. 

Praire, 24, 26, 32, 40, 42, 49, 60, 61, 63, 
72, 73, 94, 98, 44t, 444, 445, 446, 1227. 

Se hatuccamasuh pra brahmanah 
prodgat: n näm 1477. 

Prajapati, A9 44, 189. 
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Pritjapatya, 925. 

Prakarana, 143, 936, 1173, 1175, 1182, 
1183, 1185, 1188, 1190, 1191, 1192, 
1193, 1195, 1207, 1208, 1209, 1210, 
1212, 1213, 1231, 1269, 1561. 

Prakrti 1231. 

Peamana, 1155. 

Prinabhrtah, 457. 

Pracitra, 1051, 

Prastara, 1070. 

Prastotr, 1464. 

Priitahsavanee, 1129, 1130, 1550, 

Prataranuvaka, 1653. 

Prathamabhakgah, 1471. 

Prathana, 95, 951. 

Prathayati, 95. 

Pratihartr 1464. 

Pratigrhniyat, 1406. 

Pratigrhyaté, 1409. 

Pratipat, 1229, 1230, 1233. 

Pratipat kalpa, 1192. 

Pratigdkhyas 282, 

Pratisthakimasya ekavimgatiranubril- 
yat, 11.6, 119l. 

Proudhi-vada, 855. 

Pravaras, 45. 

Pravagya, 1247, 1250, 1254, 1255. 

Priya, 677. 

Prayadargana, 1134. 

Prayé, 1135. 

Prayajas, 289, 635, 657, 658, 1031, 1047, 
1146, 1190, 1199, 1222, L533. 

Prayajiséna havimsyaghiarayati, 1600. 

Prayaniya, 1144, 1145. 

Precincts, 861. 

Preclusion, 1006, 1007, 1008. 

Predicate, 1003, 1008. 

Prefixes, 323. 

Premises, 115. 

Preparatory, 710, 712, 717, 865, 866, 
1035. 

Prico, 959, 985. 

Priest, 85, 153, 156, 289, 1058, 
1203, 1365, 1368, 1403, 1410, 
1414, 1415, 1416, 1442, 1444, 
1463, 1464, 1465, 1466, 1468, 
1477, 1479, 1480, 1482, 1483, 
1602, 1607, 1620. 1623, 1626, 
1629, 1635, 1636, 1638, 1639, 
1643, 1646, 1649, 1651, 1652. 

Priesthood, 1641. 

Primary (sacrifice ), 1513, 1517, 
1552, 1603, 1604, 1607, 1608, 
1617. 

Prokeantrasidaya, 1689, 

Prompter, 1403, 1404. 

Prompting, 1391, 1397, 1414, 1596. 

Pronouns, 1415. 

Property, 897, 901, 939, 946, 959, 975, 
979, 1054, 1131, 1137, £°39, 1140, 


1072, 


1461, 
1474, 
1494, 
1628, 
1640, 


1616, 


1411, 


1532, 
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LA, 1142, 1143, 


Lld4, 1149, 1150, 
1219, 1271, 1272, 


1279, 1286, 1322, 
1324, 1328, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1387 
1418, 1503, 1568. | 


Prose, 1073, 1132, 1138, 

Protection, 818, 1379. 

Prstakota, 570. 

Prthupajavati, 1088. 

Punarabhyunnita, 1110. 

Punita, 605. 

Purakrta, 25. 

Purana, 25, 26, 129, 272. - 

Purchase, 970. 971, 981, 982, 984, 985. 
987, 988, 993, 1619, 

Purification, 97, 293, 294, 295, 296, 1019, 
1367, 1374. 

Purity, 10. 

Purity original, 10. 

Pirnaéhuti, 50. 

Purodfga, 1212, 1552, 1553. 

‘Purodacacakalani, 1704. 

Purodéga vessel, 1212, 

Purodagaficaturdha karoti, 1194. 

Puronuvakya, 557, 1652, 1653. ` 

Purusa, 1297, 

Purvakalpa, 25. 

Pūsan, 1059, 1256, 1257, 1260, 1262, 
1263, 1264, 1266, 1267. 

Pūsānumantranņa, 1188. 
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Putik&, 1495, 1567, 1563. 


1297, 
1363, 1547, 1557, 1558. 
Quarters, 45. 


1346, 1359, 


Quartering, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1442, 1456. 
i Räja, 1465. 

Rajanya, 823, 824. 

Bag, 816,817, 818, 819, 820, 821, 822, 
823, 824, 827, 828 1297, 1648, 

Rajaénamabhisificét, 822. 

Raj& rajastiyena yajéeta, 816. 

Rajapurusah, 1297. 

Rajastiya, 816, 817, 821, 828, $30, 
1210, 1497, 

Rajya, 818, 819, 824, 827, 1648, 

Raksa, 276. 

Rama, 190. 

Rathantara, 805, 807, 812, ete $14, 


919. 
Rathantara-sima, 807, 808. 
Ratrisatra, 52. 
Reyadhyiidham sima, 1139. 
Reading, 40, 147, 517, 772, 
1507. 
Recensions, 127, 803, 1409. 
Receptacle, 11d. 
Redness, 959, 970, 979, 981, 987, 989. 
Regress, 1533, 
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: 1139, 1148. 


‘00t, 477, 481, 482, 485, 496, GLO, GLL, 
“612, 616, G21, 689 770, 877, 578, 908, 
:1102, 1290, 1292, 12°4, 1301, 1302, 
:4313, 1320, 1343, 1344, 1586, 1587. 
ope, 1187, 1546, 1857, 1858. 
“gis, 99, 100, 127. 
tugrahasti, 1486. 
_ tvik, 1410, 1630, 16531, 1682, 1634, 
1636, 1637, 1639. 
tviktva 1634. 
tidhi, 962. 
-ukmin, 194. 
sacrifice, 63, 80, 85, 89, 90, 93, 98, 99, 


(144, 156. 157, 179, 321, 373, 376, 381, 
386, 392, 397, ‘98, 40, 403, 404, 406, 
411, 423, 499, BOL, pg. 505, 506, 543, 
621, 63), 633, 636, 647, 650, 652, 654, 
658, 659, 664,' 605, 666, 668, 670, 672, 
674, 675, 701, 702, 704, 705, 709, 717, 
- 736, 737, 738, 782, 783, 805, 807, 81), 
813, 815, 816, 817, 832, 833, oe 
845, 850, 852, 853, 855, 856, 857, 855, 
- 860, 861, 863, 864, 866, 867, 868. 869. 
‘870, 871, 872, 881, 883, ‘941, 942, 943 


OI, 413, 472, 


983, 1028, 1030, 1034, 1040, 1043, 
. 44, 1059, 1072, 1074, 1076, 1078, 
“11079, 1080, 1081, 1083, 1085, 1086, 
41087, 1088, 1094, 1097, 1122, 1123, 
JI4T, 1162, 1153, 1154, 191. 1219, 


e gen 


1223, 
1232, 
4l, 
124?, 
1276, 
1307, 
1368, 
1378, 
1384, 
1403, 
1412, 
1438, 
L468, 
1403, 
1415, 
1523, 
1530, 
1568, 
160L, 
1607, 
ABI, 
Wal, 


Saerifieer, 


1432, 
1494. 


Sacrificial, 


$224, 
1235, 

1242, 
1253, 

1277, 

1311, 

1370, 
1379, 
L385, 
140-4, 
1414, 
1442, 
1486, 
1494, 
1516, 
1524, 
bit 
1582, 
l00?, 
IGOLL, 
1634, 


1225, 

1236, 
1246, 
1255, 
1279, 
1312, 
1371, 
1380, 
1390, 
1407, 
lds, 
1452, 
L487. 


1593, 
IER 


1525, 


1533, 
1595, 
1603, 


(pi. 
1636, 


1643, 1645. 


1443, 


160, 


du. 


tH, 


L486, 
94, 


274, 295, 388. 390, 
904, 998, 1028, 1029, 1187, 1218, 1304. 


1412, 
1533, 


1490, 
1557, 


1491, 
1561, 


1226, 
1237, 
1247, 
1256, 
L239, 
1364, 
1372, 
1381, 
1391, 
1409, 
1434, 
1455, 
1483, 
1505, 
1520, 
15265, 
Lol, 
1796, 


L604, 


1820, 
1638, 


LOGS, 
(487, 


(In. 
398, 


1495, 


1227. 
1238, 
1243, 
1266, 
1291, 
1365, 
1374, 
1382, 
1399, 
1410, 
1435, 
14158, 
1490, 
1506, 
w21, 
128, 
1563, 
1598, 
1605, 
1625, 
1939, 


| 232, 


1488, 


(77, 24, 
400, 44), 


1496, 


1585, 1607, 
1634, 1638, 1640. 1643, 1645. 
Sacrificing, 778, 813, 854. 

Sädana, 1856.1859 
Sadasya, 1640, loil. 


1642. 


1723 


1229, 
12:,9, 
1249, 
1267, 
1304, 
1366, 
1377, 
1383, 
1400, 
1411, 
1457, 
1461, 
1491, 
1514, 

1522, 
1529, 

1564, 
1600, 
hia, 
1630, 
1640, 


1380, 


1400, 


220, 
677, 


1614, 
1632, 


Sa oso'evah pratignhyaté, 1409. 

Saghyasam, 1102. 

Sithna, 1223. 

Sfikamprasth&yva, 1452. 

‘Samsthaté samsthilé ete , 1709. 

Samékhya, 1173, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1187, 
1189, L190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1212, 1213, 1214, 1215." 

Sama, 677, 780, 787, 803, 804, 805, 807, 
812, 1690, 1132, 1138, 1139, 1140, EAR 
1142, 1148, 

Sanastiyajiiah, 1448. 

Samaviiya, 1165. 

Sämaveda. 276, 803, 
1153, 1463, 1465. 

Samavedic, 1465. 

Saimavodins, 1465, 1466, 1467. 

Samavatta, 1446, 1451, 

Saubhara, 793, 746, 798. 801, 803, 804. 

Samidhénia, 1034, 1036, 1037. 1088, 1513, 
1515, 1516, 1618, 1614, 1615. 


(AL, 1148, 1152, 


Samidho yajati, 1290. 
Samit, 621, 631. 
Sanmarjana, 994. 
Sammiérsti, 1003, 1004, HON: 
Sinnayy@, 1212, 1462, 


1724. 


Sampradanatva, 671. 
Samsthas, 1239, 1243, 1244, 1245, 1246, _ 
:1247, 1580, 1582, 

Sanctifications, 939, 946, 1202, 1235, 
1491, 1527, 1551, 1601, 1602, 1632. 
Sandamoa;. 1047. 

‘Samskrta, 260. 

Sautramani, 1453. 

SA prajāpaty an BESCH 
123. 


SaptadasStatnl, 958. 
gr Kier yiipah, 778, 
028. 

. Saptadaça rtvija'’:. 1630. 

‘Saptadaga Saimidhéniranubrtiyat. 1513, 

Strasvata, 919, 

. Sarit, 1327. 

Sarvaprsthesti, 1454, 1458. 

Sarvam purugakiry am, IDEA, 

Sarvartha, 1044, 
Sarvatahparihiram 
yatj, 1459, 1460. 
Satisfaction, 1107. R 

Sattra, 868, 892, 1239, 1635. 

Sattrmcatprakrama priichi, 1603. 

Sanmika Vadi, 1603. 

Saurya, 1597. 

Savana, 1129, 1130, 1146. 

Savaniya, 1146, 1188, 1535, 1537, 1239, 
1540, 1541, 1545, 1549, 1559, 1553, 1557. 
1709. 

Sa yadi rajanyarn vā vaicyan vë 
nyagrodhastibhih, 1491, L502. 

Science, 119, 121, 123, 173, 179, 185, 225, 

237, 240, 241, 

Science of reasoning, 121, 

Scionce, striptuval, 1112, 1506. 

Scriptures, 110, 411, 128. 179, 18, 251, 
204, 206, 226, 232, 233, 234, 236, 237, 
238, 242, 250, 263, 264, 280, 282, 294, 
303, 308, 309, 316, 502. 

Seeing, L102. 

Self, 321. 

Series of Ideas, 519. 

Services 1442, 1607, 1619. 

Shave, 1256, 1257, 1250, 1442, 1423. 

Sickness, 1393. 

Signification, 6, 88, 94, 97, 279 
443, 552, 807, Bl6, 821, 1078, 
1163, 1266, 1365, 1573. 

Silence, 1045, 1046, 104S. 

Silver, 4l 

Sin, 1309, 1312.. 

Singularity, 1319. 

Size, 521, 1028 

Sky, 13, gn, 295. 

Slabs, 1239 i 

Slices, 1419, 1421, 1422, H24, 1425, 
1427, 1428, LOL, 1433, 1434, L435. 

Blicing, 1423. - zs 


acvinam bhaist- 


yäjayät 


441, 
"1102, 


| Subsidiary-action, 
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Slowness, 1141. 

Smrta, 155, Saa ae 

Smrtis, 104, 105, 108, 107, 108, 100,” 
110, 112, 114, 115, 118, 119, 123, 124, 
128, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133,; 
134, 135, 337, 138, kt 39, 140, 142, (VOR 
144, 147, 15), 152, 153, 154, 155, 156; 
loi, 103, 164, 165, 169, 170, 173,175; 
179, 209, 210, 224, 225, 999, 237, Sr 
245, 247, 266,°271, 317, 533, 825, 925; 
1196, 1218, 12! 21. 1278, 1279, 1282; 
E 1308, 1307, ..1809,° 1310, 131k, 
1312, 1320, 1330,. 1365, 1381, I41f, 
1412, 1414, 1418, 1449; 1457, 1459, 
Hau. 146), 1462. 1453, 1468, 1470, 
47h, $475, 1477, 1479, 1482,” i483, 
1444, 1485, 1486, 1490, 1401, 1494, 
1495, 1496, 1503, J B62, 1563, 1564, 
1567, 1568, 1583, 1583," 1644, 1615; 
1529 W 

Sona, 156, 160, 647, 701,702, 705, 709, 
717, 872, 902, 959, 970, 971, 933, 985, 
1050, 1051, 1108, 11090, Up, PHL; 
Jil, 1117, 1134, 1428, i129, 1130, F 
1239, 1241, 1246, 1249. 

Soma juice, 1110. 

Somëna yajčia, T01, Ts. 

Soma-vondor, 1629, 

Somaindra, l4li, 1414. E 

Somaindram Oe yal somam: 
vamati, LEHL J 

Somspausnam carunnirvapet në ugi 
tam, 1264. 1265. ) 

SomArudri, Lu 88. 

Somarudriya, 1192. . 

Somasyiigué vihitanuvagat karoti, 1122, . 

Soul, Kä 503, 597, 511, 516 618, 519, , 
521, 522, 999. ae 

Space, 1611, 1413. 

Speech, 5, 292, Luvs, 1069. 

Sphota 296, 

Sphya, 905. 

Sphysece kapflani ca, 956. 

Spring, 332. 

Sruva, 531 

Srsti, 454. i 

Sruk, 1070, 1284. 

Sruva, 1505, 1598, 1510, 1511, SE 

Sihfina, 1173, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1188, i 
1188, 1189, 191, £192, 1193, L94, 
1195, 1207, 1210, 1212, 1213, LRSL ` 

Sione, 1239. 

Story, 26, 100, 119 | 

Stotra, 1146. Pee 

Striking, 1377. | Zo 

Studonts, 915, 1310. i O a RARE 

Stuti, 542, 563. 

Subrahmanya, 1463. T 

Subserviency, 1611, 16]5. ` 

$25, 528, wi, E 
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~ 644, 854, 1152, 1387, 1595, 1596, 1597, 
- 1608, 1599, 1602, 1603, 1604, 1606, 
1607, 1608, 1611, 1616, 1617, 1619, 

1620. 

Substances, 989, 946, 962,963, 966, 968, 
969, 970, 972, 974, 975, 976, 978, 979, 
- 980, 985, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 993, 
` 1006, 1012, 1014, 1023, 1028, ‘1219, 

1267, - (oa 1334, 1349, 1352, 1438, 

i 1439, 1447, 1453). 146, 1565, 1537. 

l Substantive, 974. 

Bubstitute,. 1491, 1803, 1562, 1565, 1566, 

> 1567, 1568, . 

Substitution, 1562, 1563, 

Bubstratrum, 502, SU. 97 9, EI? 

Suka vāka; 1070, 10'71,.1072, 1073, 1074, 
- 1075, 1076;. 1078, 1079, 1080, 1082, 
1083, 1084, 1085, 1209, 1210. 

Sitktavika eva yasya, 1073. 

Suktavikéna prastaram praharati, 1070. 

Sun, 804. . 

Supplementary, 726. 

Supplementary Sentence, 726. 

Sugiro. vā étarhi paguh....chidrapidha- 

narthopi, 1563. 

Sutya@, 1146, 1148, 1145, 1549, 1707 

Suvasasa bhavitavyam, 1382. 

Svalaksana, 342. 

pvarélys, 1058. | 

| EE a yajati, 1457. 
Sviştakpt; 1078, 1420, 143%, 1439, 1441, 

1445, 1446, 1451, 1452, 1454, 1456. 

synonym, 1209, 1330, 1361, 1432. 

syntactical connection, 16, 920, 046, 

' 972, 985, 1000, 1046, 1048, 1093, 1105, 

Lä, 1139, 1156, 1167, 1167, 1239, 

- 1248, 1249, 1258, 1267, 1273, 1370, 
1372, 1404, 1516, 1526, 1610. 

byntuctical split, 67, 784, 797, 839, 848, 

_ ¢ 859, 873, 930, 1027, 1099, 1273, 1425. 

; lyntactical unity, 583. 

= byonanté sadanam kpnomi—sida, 1179, 
+ 1180, 1195, 1204, 1205. ; 

_ ladvidhah karmabhedah, 469. 

Pr, 919, 1569. 


ail, 1234, 
{aittiriye, 1250. 
famasmai bhakgem prayacchét, 1492, 
e 1493. 
lam oaturbhirddatts, 90, 91. 
far:tinapat, 631, 1290. 
‘ap, 1327, . 
Jaamanmaitravarunal pregyati ciinuca- 
tha ca, 1193, 1203, 1651. 
Bam i. ën prapigtabhigah adatko hi 
8 gah, 1256, 
‘asmat somo nanu pahdténa payah, 1482, 
mat Ee ene bharyam, 


“$1382 
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Teachers, 946, 1255. 
Technicality; L339. 
Teeth, 1264, 1268, 
Temporal, 1412, `, 
Temporal actions, 1387. 
Tense, 1278, 1279. 
Tense- Present, 1278, 1270, D o? 
Terminus, 1569, 1570, 1671, 1572, 1580, 
1582, 1584, 1587, 1589, 1590, Lan 
Theories, 122, 123, 223. 390, 513, 615, 
709, 810, O14, Hr 930, 931, 932, 933, 
941, 963, 968, 975, 1089, 1329, 1372. 
Thief, 5,46. 
Thread, 178. 
Thread- E of the sacred, 178. 
Threatening, 1377. 
Threefoldness, 1557. 
Throshing, 946, 951, 
1066, 1067, 1196. 
Throwing, 1432, 
Timo, 859, 878, 880, 891, 893, B94. 897. 
901, 1044, 1065, 1066, 1068, 1070, 1075, 
L311, 1313, 1314, 1370, 1479, 1496, 
1628, 1619, 1550, 1554, 1604, 1630, 
1632, 1634, 1639. 
Tirthasnana, 1370. 
Tisra ahutirjuhoti, 722. 
Touching 845, 850, 852, 854, 1604, 1605, 
1606. 
Toya, 1327. 
Traidhataviys dikganiya, 881. 
Trayi, 1138, 
Trayividya, L128. 
Tree, 1554. 
Trio, 654. 
Trnini, 1023. 
Trvrt, 214. 
Trpyatu, 1107. 
Truth, 1309, 1310. 
Tvam hi agné, 103. 
Tvastra, 861. 
Tvaatr, 1116, 1117. 
Tvastrampatnivatam, 858. 
Twice-born, 816, 817. 
Tying, 1646, 1657. 


952, 954, 1065, 


Uccairrea kriyate. .vadi rxkta alvagam 
kuruta, 1131, 

Ucchinta, 1485. 

Udayamga, L144, 1145. 

Udbhid, 373, 374, 376, 383. 

Uddegya, 881, 854, 1002, 1017. 


Udgatr, 1463, 1465, 1467. 

Udgatrnam camasah, 1463, 1465. 
Udumbara, 63. ee 
Udyat Sunvanti Samidhénistanvabhtli, 


614. | 

| Uha, 102, 276, 278, 279, 280, 1664, 1508.. 
Uktha, 1239. 

Ukthyag 1244, 1569, 1570, 1580, 1583, 
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‘Ukthyam grhniyat, 1880. ee 

“Unit, 1141. "ee 

. Upadadhati, 855, 856. 

Upadeya, 875, 1017. 

' Upaga, 1628. + 

Upshiita, upalivayagva, | 1455, 1484. ` 
Upäkäraņa, 1535, ° 

Upanayana, 1304, MOR. Te 

Upanigadic 52H. S 

‘Upameu, 662, 666, 677, 1705. 

Upameu Paurnamasyam, 67. 

Upimeu. Yaga, 666, 674, 677. 

‘U pamgu Yastavyah, 666. 

Upëmeu Y&gamantaré yajati, 672, 677: 

Upamgu ‘Yaga, 1159, 1445, 1447, 1448, 

Upari hi dévébhyo dhirayati, 4283. 

Upazads, 872. 1144, 1145, 1186, 1223, 
1224, 1225, 1226, 1227, 1253. a 

Upasarjana, 1298. 

Upasthāna, 1090, 1091, 1099, L109, 1101. 

'Upatisthati, 1063. 

Upavaharana, 1562. 

Upavamea, 852. ` 

Upavita, 1034, 1036, 1039, 1274, 
1277, 1278, 1279, 1280. 

' Upavyayata, 1273, 1278. 

Upavyayaté d3valakemameva 
kuruté, 1278. 

Urdhvamagharnyati, 679. 

Urupratha, 81, 93. 

Usrinaém, 103. 

Utsrjati, E? 

Uttarardhat sviştakrteʻvadyati, 1445 

Utterance, 1084. 

Uttering of speech, 1068, 1069. 

Uttigthan, 1068. 

Uttisthan anvéha agnidagnin 
vihara, 1068. 


tat 


Vadét, 1304, 1319, 1365. 

Vaisarjana, 153. 
_ Vaikankata, 1040. 

Vaicgvadeva, 423. 

Vaigvadevi &miksaé, 736, 740. 
Vaigvanara, 668. 

-Vaicya, 1490, 1518, 1563. 
Vaiyakaranas, (see! Grammarian ‘). 
Vajapeya, 406, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1191. 
_Vajapeyasya, 1030. 
Vajibhyo vajinam, 736, 142. 

Vajina, 737. 
Vajrini, 1561. 
Vakya, 1168, 
1182, 1186, 


1172,. 


1193, 1196, 1203, 1204,. 1205, 1206, 
_ 1207, 1509, 1210, 1212. ak 
S EE 333. 


` Vaikyatva, 1134. - 
| Vakya-bheda, 972, 1548. 
Vakyam bhidyeta, 1550. . 
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1173, 1175, 1179, 
“T189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 
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Viakya-césa, 458, 925. 
| Vap&praciéra, 1549. 
| Vapayé pratahsavané. pricaranti, 1643. 


yandiné savané, 1552. 
Varana, 1636, 
Varana,. 1040. | 5. 2 
| Varavantiya, 774, 782, 785, 787, L141.. 
Varavantiyamagnistomanaine Sern as 
Tid. 2 
Varhih, 416, 
Vari, 1327. -> $ See 
Varkara, 1325. SE = 
Vartike, 154, 178, 208, mm. 239, au. 
254, 319, 339, 340, 341, 366, 374, 465; ` 
547, 652, 554, B66, 56T, -569, 604, 611. 
613, 709, 750, 874, 1076, 1083, 1138, ` 


| Vapaya: pracaranti purodagena m&dh- » i 


1227, 1275, Wa, Lg, 1500, 1502, 
1529, 1605, 1650. = 

Vartraghni, 1043. 

Varuna, 292. [1526, 


Varuna, 1390, 1393, 1397, 
1410. 
Varuno grhnati, 1398. l 
Varimo vi ebam pr atigrhņāti vo gvam ` 
pratig¢hniti, 1390. 
Vasanto brahmano’gninadudhita, 
Vasante vasanté jyotiga, 902. 
Vagatkara, 1470, 1471, 1473, 1474 1477, : 
1480 1486, 1487, 1488, 1489. 
Vasatkartr, 1471, 1472, 1474, 1477, 1480. - 
Vas satkartuh prathamo bhaksah, 1470, 
1472, 1480. 
Vasatkartuh camasah, 
Vashistha, 190. 
Vaso, 1102. 
Vasumat, 1107. e 
Vata berries, 1490. ` 
Vatsa, 1325. 
Vatsamälabbheta, 862. 
Vayu, 705, 1113, 1114, 
Vayavyain ovitamalabhata 
mah, 846 e 
Veda, D 16, 17, 20, 26, 38, 39, 52, 61, 
89, 91, 101, 104, 105, 106, 108, UO 
113, 114, LLA, 116, 117, 119, 127, 129," 
130, 134, 135, 147, 150, 166, 157, 167, - 
171, 172, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180,- 
188, 209, 213, 217, 220, 224, 228, 291. 
228, 229, 232, 234, 235, 237, 238, 240," 
241, 242, 243, 246, 286, 269, 272, 278, 
279. 280, 281, 284, 294, 305; OU, 310), 
- 823, 325, 350, 352, 374, 501, 506, 552,.. 
564, 595, 600, 601 819, 908, 909, 914, « 
924, 994, 995, 997, 998, 999, (at E 
1132, 1134, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1146; a 
o n41, 1148, 1144, 1147, 1148,. 1149, 
1150, 1152, 1154, 1177, 1197, Í LE 
1218, 1265, 1865, 1366, 1379, isar, A 
H45, 1446, 1483, 1484, 5. EH 


1400, 1401, 


832, - 


1470. 


Weit: 


ALPHABETICAL INDEX. 


“Wed&ngas, 110, 281, 

Veda-praya, 1138. 

Vedi, 918, 

Vedic, 13,17, 25, 88, 99, 106, 107, 110, 
111, 112, 114, 115, 116, 118, 124, 126, 

: 12 dra 129, 131, 132,. 134, 135, 137, 

j 138, 139, 140, 41, 142, L46, 147, 153, 
164, 169, 170, 17Ł, 173, 179, isl, 185, 

l 187, 212, 213, 214, 221, 224, 227, 228, 
229, 244, 245, 247, 262, 262, 268, 269, 
274, 275, 277, 285, 287, 506, 515, 562, 
+ 563, 601, 180, 903, 919, 952, 998, 

g ei, 1086, 1177, 1196, 1387, 1388, 

“| 1389, 1390, 1391, 1394, 1396, 1411, 

" T412, 1484, 1671, 1608, 1630, 1634. 

Vegetables; 946. 

Verbs, 323, 347, 472, 473, 474, 481, 
482, 483, 485, 4947 405, 565, 566, 

`- B67, 568, 610, 611, 912, 613, 618, 

- 681, 623, 624, 628, 635, 636, 722, 

863, 877, 1032, . 1291, 1292, 1294, 

1295, 1297, 1300, 1301, 1313, 1314, 

' 1317, 1319, 1329, 1341, 1342, 1344 

1345, 1346, 1347, 1348, 1360, 1384, 
1586, 1587, 1617, 1648, 

Verb—Impersonal, 1360. 

Vorb~—Intranstive, 491, 1341. - 

Verb—Transitivo, 491. 

Vornacular, 260, 307, 308. 

Verses, 1087, 1088, 1090, 1093, 1095, 
1096, 1101, 1181, 1132, 1138, 1139, 
` 1014. 1652. : 

etn 808, 994, 995, 999, 1003, 1004, 

`: 1005, 1011, 1013, 1016, 1017, 1021, 
: 1026, 1027, 1029, 1040, 1641, 1212 

8 1445, 1461, 1453, 1457, 1458, 1459, 

i 1479, 1486, 1618, 1523, 1524, 1556, 

è 1559. 
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